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> 8 “e.
sﬁd Eheir prieesij Iheg SElECt that one whlch’ when gﬁmbinéd Wlth the,

;: . l

assaeisted amount -of feasible non-housing acnsumﬁtlon, pfbduces the
- . = Doy f ) 7 % =
h;ghest level of welfatei}glven their 1naoma;aﬁd pné%er n:es- ‘ %%&“x

= '

Ln this conte xt, a "housing paakage is'séeﬁ as a campésite of
- .. ; < W

_ distinect housing related aﬁtribu tes whlch are Elther pcs;tivgly or
Q.\ ? Eﬁ
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3valuation af a given dhe g

) first intraduaed by 4lonso: (1970)

Co d.EfiﬂES the maximum amdunt a household wo

. Qﬁ.utility.

o which would exact

5

>

e hou i g pa;kages may be fgrmslized in the co cé

¢

In other;wgrds, the function sp

si

1.

» fFina}}y, attributes af the neighbarhcad undoubtedly ff :t hcusehnlds
the: qu;lity of neighbofing dwgllings,-;

naise and pullutiaﬁ levels, populatlnn deﬁsity*and stability,gﬂélghb rhog'

T

pt of Ehé "bid-fent fung;ignu:

¥,

plest tggﬁs, this function

Il-)

willing to bid for ‘eath
; of ‘an array of héuaing p;;kagés,'whilé remaining at‘scma arbitrary level

| ifi es the priae differentials
ly campensate the hausehald for differences in the

E
attribqtes 2Gnt§ined in the alternative hcu51ﬁg packages. Once a

-

part;:ulaf farm Qf utility funcxlan is specified Such bid-gent fhnctl ons

‘can be’ mathgﬁstlcally dérived,
v _Muth (1971)Eénd Wheaton (1972).

rgl,t =d to

by Yingeéﬁ(197é) and Gsléte; (1977,

as in Harris,

Nathanson, and Ro

Bid'fuﬁcti@hs ﬁith‘éﬁplicitvarguménts

- ' . ; d .
the racial composition of the neighborhood have been derived

4

,Ihégg household bid functions 'will guide the nature and intensity
N B S '

of campet;t on for a given stock of housing packages in a partigu;ar‘

: I _ . : .
: =‘%ﬁu31ng iarket;.Assumiﬂg.hauSEthds are free to bid ov

. the hausiﬂg msrket, an equillbrium hcg31ng pr;ca gradiénb will be Establlshed,g

Pprice gradlent has the following prapertles

d.
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.  No one has an incentive ’to

Everyone

) well off.

N

‘and move to that’loaati@n; a

eompr;sed of. the EﬁVélOPE of hcusahcld bid functions.

- everyone in the housing market biddinéffcf

er scmé range of

3 dwélling’hasg=in

E Y
*

fact, occupied one (perhaps shsred with anather hausehgld )s

outbid another for their'dwelling

ithicamparable incomes and praferences is equaliy

11.

aﬂberg (1955),
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It is impartsné far thé‘gfﬁﬁy at hand to further emphasi*’ s%éslient‘_ .-
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featufe of the equilibrium hauSing étice gradient “Within a givéﬁ‘grggp; A
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particular attribute in question.

"reflect therégéupying group's evalu§ﬁicn of Ehis

& g ) Y

‘Thus, Eﬁéﬁ if between graups the above canéitigns\wete'vialéted due to

. o« 4 T
aame noncampetitive markét impedent like dis;fiminatign, the intra-group

‘" o

prpEIEiES should: hald;
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"The fqregoing theory has straightfqrward implicationa for the analysis

of preferénzea,ﬁar ngighbgrhaod-ragf%l ccmpogition. Dne need only examine:

the housing p:i;e gradient for a ps;ticular group of households and

deterﬁiné how it VSIiéS'With the raéial mixtyre of the Aarea, eetefis par %
L

Sin ce this price gradlént is the. enveiope of individusl hauséhald bid R

funetigns; it thereby reflects theaggregata group evaluation of the : -
R : . ' . ‘ .

P . . . o C

Consider, for a moment, an array of housing packages which are
) B q * : . . ) . N N & N
identical in terms of all attrihutes (structure, parcel, and}neighborhgéd)-

EEEEPE racial composgsition of the sérrbuﬁding area. - Hausehold bids and,

7 heﬁce, the equilibrlam prlce gradleniiovef these pickages would thus

EirY =

;ttIib&CEa If,ifﬂf example,
L3 [»

§F £
the given graup ‘of households was indifferent to ne;ghborhgod racial

comp sition, there would be no pri;e'or bid varla;ions across comparable.
‘packages, regardless of the racial mixture of the area, as shown by N

line OA in Figure l;',Similarly, if 'the given group preferred to have

" larger proportions éf,thg'app@sité race in their neighbothc@ds they would .

willingly pay more to @btain this attrlbute, and praduae -a price{gradient
as shaﬁn by liné_DB. Fiﬁally, if the given graup was aversg to thg opposite
ragg and wanted to self segragate, the price pattern mlght appearaas

! '

.0C. Obviously, .a wider set of potential bid patterns exists than is
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.in areas of different racial compositions. Unfgrtunstely, in all these

¥ 'I N ) "‘, S N N . ‘957

_ portrayed in Figufé‘12 The .seminal works suggesting that néighbcrhgcd'

, raclal Eampasitiaﬁ could affect housing prices in this mannet were dome

by Eailey (1959 1966) and Paszal (1§67)_' K ing and Hiésgkgwskix(lQ?B),

Schnsre (15#4), and Yinger (19757 hsve also suggasted that prgferences for

neighbathoud fscial camp051tign :auld be agcertained by. qcmpgrlng prlces -

previous works the g%ueial sybtleEy iﬁgthé above claim has been!ﬂverlgakgd,

i.e:,'that it is only true %heﬁ one looks at a singleéré:e'siequilib:iuﬁ

price gradient in isolation and daea hot aggregate across grbups. This’

~ dichotomy between the theoretical implication and the,ampirical specification.

‘ actually utilized forms the heart of the critique of ‘existing methodolegies

presented in the next Section.

1I. B. Discrimination Effects

* ¥
Much attention has been devoted in the 1lterature to the prcblem of

dis nﬁangling housing price variations caused by praferences for neighbor- )
ood racial QOEPDSlthﬂ vs. those caused by-discrimination against black

households. q§reful discussions @f thé issues iﬂVDlVed have been pfe=

sented in Lapham (1971), King and Mieszkowskl C1973), Yinger (1975), and

Galster (1976, 1977). The upshot of these analyses is that discrimination

is evidenced by blacks paying more than’whitesrfor:éampafable_hausing in
the same neighborhoods, while eferences for segregation are evidenced
by Qémpéring prices paid members of a E;;Eg race for cqmparable houses in
neighbérbaods with éiffergpg,raﬁial campositiansi This is, of course,
perfectly ansisﬁént with the theory pfeéantedkabave.>

The pgintlta'pe made here iéAthaﬁ the analysis of either race's

ation need.not he contaminated by the effects

Ity

or self-segre

[t o]

prefere es
of housing discrimination sa long as intra-group bid differentdials alone -
are considered. The importance of maintain g conceptual and empirical

- : _ id
L | . ‘
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8
, sépéfétiéns,ﬁétWEén fé;eé can be‘demcnstrateé with the hypothetical examples
* presented in féblés i énd_zf Cénsidar a linear array Sf identical housing
. units which ‘azé divided into shree "neighborhoods," I, II, and III. ’Neighbgrg’
hood I is the white area, containing those white . (W) h eholds wha each pay

$20,000 fo ;h ir dwel;ings, 1-3. Similarly, III is th 1 area, with

#

:threg=B ﬁ h olds each paying as indicated. Area I is inﬁegfated, with

two B and three W prices as indicated by the tables. -
Clearly, in both tables the data indicate that W have a strong aversion

', ghbcfs 13 bidf decline as the Surrgunding‘proximiﬁy of B increases).
1-T ble 1 the situation is that blacks ‘weakly preféf self-segregation
dézline'a% W proximity incréases),;whilé in Table 2 blacks are-in-
‘different to racial composition (no variation in B bids), althaugh‘theiz

" bid level is inflated due to discrimination. Yet, the failure to make

these proper intra-race comparisons can lead to erroneous conclusions. If,
for instance, one aggregated both race's observations to derive a neighbor-

hood average, it would appear that in Table l»blacks may prefer integrated-

to black areas since average ptic were higher there. Similazly,'in_

L]

Table 2 it would appear that whites were indifferent to racial composition

. (no change in average prices between white and integrated areas) while blacks
wanted to self-segregate (Nigher average prices in the black vs. integﬁatad'
areas) . vai;uslyi éhé source of the confusion is the aggregation of races,
especially when aﬁ artificial fillip to black prices is being provided by
disériminatgr? constraints. Yet, even 1f diszriminatign forces up the

overg 11 level Df Ehe black equilibrium price gradient its intra-group

va?i itions still maintain the three properties noted above. Thus, an

~ analysis cf hgusiﬁg bidSedlssagregazed fgr a single race provides the

only reliable indication of that race's pr gferences for netghborhood

¥

'15‘
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Table 1 . - L,

¢

Occupying . Dwelling Neighborhood ‘ Average .

. . . [s]
_ Nedghborhood = Dwelling Race- . Price -~ % Black _ <Price

1 : W - $20

I - 2 W . 20 0 . 520

III 10 B 8 " 100% $8 -

b
(-
oo
o

N

v

1 b




. Hypothetical Housing Bid Pattern

»

Dwelliﬁg__ii

Table

Occupying
__Race

2

Dwelling

Neighborhood
% Black

Average

- Neighborhood

_Price

Price

. §i> ) 1. 1 526G ‘
1 ; 2 W 20 0 $20
3 W 20
4 W " $17
5 W 12
I 6 B 33 407 $20
/ . , . )
7 W 5
8 B 33

II1

10

11
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racial campﬂsiﬁion, especially. in- the presence of housing discrimination. -,
. i - : :
IT. C. Transitory Disequilibrium Effects *

The forégaing'disgussicﬁ had'assumed a short run-equilibrium hOugi%g :

-price gradient Hadabgen estabrlished in the markef where aﬁaiyses were

. being undertaken. Clearly, such an assumption may be erroneous if the .

L

Such iﬁmig%tion

gigen markét.is:exparieﬁcing a rapid 1nf1u§ of blacks.

.been a CDmmén thara:teristi: of Narthern urban hgusigg“markets fcr

the last saveral cades, as evidenced by Taeubér and Iaeuber (1965) and

=
i
-
\U‘
‘m

Kain (1969) The effact of this growing black demangfsgs b%en to maintain | J

houSing priaes “in the black submarket sgmewhat above their egu;librium level,

& =

~ i\ to black acgupaﬁ% in the peripheral ghetto areas (Gf Begker (l9§7) Huth .
W @363) Haugen ‘and Heins (1969) and King and Mieszkowski (1973) for furthet

‘évidence and analysis Df this point).

‘ Yet, the existence of such transitory &isgquilibria need not confound

the analysis of preferences for racial composition. As in the situatinng?f

discrimination, even if the overall level of black bids is inflated, the

gradient of these bids over various areas should not be significantly con- ©ow

torted. 'In order to contradict this proposition one would need to posit

the existence of segmentation within the black housing submarket; e.g.,

for a substamtial period that black occupants of dwellings in the ghetto

interior could be forced to a lower level of welfare (via higher housing
prices) than comparable black households in integrated periphery areas.
hat barrier mighé be present in Suzh a scenario that would preQent‘

interior blacks from bidding up the price of pgripheral Hiack dwellings

Such an argument

- wasfimplied but unSuprrted in King and Mieszkcwski (1973).

\‘1 B !, " +
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IT. D. Summary . o T

i

gTﬁiS?seégiOﬁ has developed a theory of the housing. market that can be

applied to the determination of “pteferences for neighborhood racial composi-,
“gion. IhE‘madgl's main impldcation is that a given race's preferences gan:‘
aﬁly be unambiguously diééernéd;byfanalysis of housing bids tendered by

¥

that race for coﬂparaEle:dwallings in ,neighborhoods of varying racial

composition. The existence of* discrimination and/or transitory disequilibrium
; ) , . _

effects in the market under study has been shown mot to impair the reliabilityA

‘of the above pringiple,-altgougﬁ this is clearly not the case for other re-t
e . ) Pt A '

search strategies. o %
] Do

[ "

-

Lo 19
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,j“- ' III. Review of Existing Research - ‘

e

- ( - S ;I
# N ' . e = ¥ ' R T
Exieting evidenee relevant to the ieeee of voluntary segrefation ¢

. 7_7 B Ly

een Be eetegerieed to one of twa distinct methodelogieal etrendeﬂ One g
. é i .

: ettempte to dieeover prefeteneee for neighberhood reeiel compeeitlon by )
o # ' o ’ :
eeking heueehe;de explieit queetione in this fegerd The other attempts. = 7

E : 3

to implieltly egtimete eueh preferences ehreugh eeeﬁemetrie enelyees of .

heue;ng priee verietlone felg$ed to racial mixturee, ‘based on prinelples

developed iﬁethé}§§éViQUSaSEEEiOﬂg . A ,
./% . H ;:;/ﬂ L 3 _ . ¥ . ’ y ! g}
III. A. Public Opigdon Poll gfhaiee R V.

The first meehodologlcel etfend is repreeeﬂted by a number of national’

,:‘ ~

'ee wall as local public epinlon polls. Meny reeulte are eummerieed in
Hermelin end Farley (1973) and in Pettigrew (1973) - The teehnique common

to all such polls ieeehet they eimply eee;reependente how the§iweuld feel :

about eertein hypoehetieei eiEggtlene involv1ng various degreee of raeial
o -

mixing-;n a ee;ghbefhoedi The primery methodolegieel erltieiem of euch

] - . . ) _ .
studies is that. they fail to eimulteneeuely:contfol for e:hoet of implieit

factors which may be shaping the feeeondeht'e intefpfeeetien of the queetién
and, hence, the answer. Specifically, responses are made without explicit

uedefeEeeding as to whether the hypeehetieel eeighborhood in question is
in a ﬁéoeeee of "tipping" to majority status of the eppoeite race, whether
membere of ehe epgoeite race ere of the same socioeconomic status, or

. e {
whether housing, neighborﬁeed; and public service quality remain the same.

5

Ty endard ze for one of ehe eb ve contingencies,

H

While many polls t
their failure to eimulteneouely do se for all confounds the implications

of their reeulte;

F r instance, eeneerning white attitudes; Rapkin and Gri gebi'e (1966)

etudy of raeielly=chenging Ph;ledelphle neighbofheede ehewed that for whites

in these areas ehere was a strong correlation between dissatisfaction with

ol
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the ﬁteseace nf blaaks and the degree of thair hypbthe~ical praximzty A \7 '
¢ f(*‘

similar Kal’, 00 survey by Hunt (1959). found that‘a third éf the whites

thnught living in thglr "mixad ne;ghbgthcod' was undesirable,

half estimat%d that thei; nelghbors attitudes Eoward blagi entry had baen

i
,"hcatilei' Whether such diSsatlsfaction over integratiq§ was due to dlg—_fi

taste for blacks per sé or, altarnatively, due, to Eercéptigns of imminent P
v
tipaing‘or the lﬂweg stat f the iﬁcaming bla:ks 15 problemg 1;__ S )
Gallup (1972) gplls/have lent support ED Ehe fnrmer altarnatlva, lThéY ) -

C r ¥

‘have suﬁgésﬁéd thaﬁ while a majority Df whites ”6&id not moveiif "colated . T

people came to live next door," iny halfﬁ?s mmny wgulffremal? 1f Ehey

. . - o, .
"came to live in ;great numbefs in: the ﬂeighbcrhocd " Is this respanse R ~
1ndepandent Df Ehé atu of incoming blaeka o

Naﬁlcnal Dpinlan Researcb Canter surveys reported 1n-%heatsley (1966),

have suggesieq ;héy are.not, iThey ind%?ated,thaﬁ a majority d%’whltes would
. . ¥ N ! . -

o ; . e . )
feel unconcerﬂed if a "Negfc with Ehe;samaiinﬁcmé aﬁd education moved inﬁ@

the-blocki" Watts and Free (1973) faund that tw i:e as many- whites would
—.; - . . - 3_5
be "unhappy Ea‘seefblaaks of 1Dw§r_in¢9me and edggation move into the s

naighbarbood as would be true if. tég blacks had an equal status. ?EE; at

what point wﬂﬁld the rising number Gf "equal" blacks prove uncomfcrtabla ‘ .
for whites? Again, \the failure to s%multaneausly control f@rbajvarieﬁy ‘of

factors proves crucial. . _ )

blacks 1liv ng iﬂ mixed ﬂeighbofhobds thought ﬁhe situation was “desifable,"”

Erinkﬁaﬁg Harris (1969) found that almost two’ thifds of a national sample ‘-{ "

i

of blacks preferred a neighbarhocd with WhlEES and Negroes,' while one

¥

Fifth preferred "ali;Negfo neighborhqods." ‘Unfortunately, the lack of

o ) A s . . e

. - B . t .
" ' ’ ' ' ,g?’,-‘f B . :
. ‘ Voo . = ¢ ) R i . v !
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A gdditiaﬁal ‘g’ ipulatians in the abave qgéstla2§ IalSES the pDESlbility that

-

¥ %Pareng preferen%% fot mlxéd ne;ghbg;hoods could g Jue solely to

i
s LT [ 4 - . ™
J , housiﬂg, nglghborhacd and public service qualit
y / '
" ' , presant thera relatlve to thgsf ih the gh%tgé ! ?1 M
I Vn e ) ; % ?
N . f A - , B

’ ! e valldity Df thls altarnative\gxplaﬂatlon iSesuppczsed by the {é}

L3 # ‘;

Lo - : , 4
R EEVEY reparte& in Ma§§ (1967& In Sepg__ 195& polls in- New York,
\

Y v :
haad they Wﬂuld prefer if ﬁhey were all qually well kept, up . f Iﬁfeath city

._ri‘ ‘i.; i,_ 5 s [
e . a mEJDfitY-raSPQndéi mcstly Negro ghbofhagisi " In tDtal EEA responded
“in thls way, whlle Dnly 47 pré%erfed a mostly white" ‘ared.’ B
‘In summary,3the aplnlcn pol} methodclagy fails tob simultaneously control
o N -4

- ) g‘" » .
fot a wide VafiEEy of factgfs whigh'may iﬂfluence %§§;¥espondent}s,aﬁswar

fird

;o : r . ¥ . i
1
_ shcftcé%ing, 1;tt%e creden:e can be placed on survey fesults as canclusive

: & .

evidggce for the existence or nature pf preferences for volunzary segregatiaﬁ

. . ., ¥ .
!‘v = . . A : - 2 ' j?

+ - y N FO . ]
III.' B.<Housing Ppgée Regression’ Studies . s
i ;E - ) . v i ‘('

=

_‘ ' ’ UnlikeésflnlaF polls, the second strand of research attempts té'fiﬂd

® S

indirect evidence of households' pre f,z nces for voluntary segregation.

[y

Multiple regression Enalysis is employed in order to estimate the contri-

+ bution to housing’ price differentials made by variations in ne;ghbofhogdf

~ racial ;Dmpcsiﬁion. This mechodology views "housing' as a bundle of quanti-
& . q} . . — ‘57—13 -

. L g . — B . . .
fiable attributes of the.structufre, parcel: neighborhood, location, etc.,
. = i ’ 3 o . )

whence the price of the dw lling becomes a function of the attributes em-

4 . ' .
- s o

& i
bodied im:it and the market's evaluations of ‘these attributes. A regression
: , g
. . - : i

qf housing va;ug Dn these attributes thereby yielég?ccefficients éhich are

4‘; . iﬁterp;etable as the implicit prices the market places. upon them (c.f.

22

regardlng praferenaes “for neighborhood racial- CDEpQSitiﬂn. Given this 'severe-

W

-

icggo,fAtlanta ‘and §1rmingham, biacks w%}§ asked which type Pf ﬁiighbar— ﬁ%g)f

RV
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kgreferenges for nalghbarhood racial campcgitldn.

]

V. = s - b ‘ ’ . s % - 14

e ' : ¢ "‘ v &}'. Z N . % Y (,1’ ) s

,°Grili¢hes (19713 iapham (1971), an EutlEﬁgigi;kin and Rothenberg (1972))

= . .
1 5 ’

Thus, by spécifylng one such attribute as the raclaszQPPQsltlEHADf the

'neighbéfhaod’and observing the sigh and s;atisticalAéién;ficance of fts

ﬁééressio oefficient, oné can make .conclusions as to how” this.factor is
!impliaitly Valuéd By-bguségolds,"f ) .

- Unfcftunately, the great patenﬁlal ‘of this appfoazh ‘has’ not yat been

fulI? téal, ed' due to the imprcper or amblgucus speéificaticn of pfeviaus

t ) ..

regression mc&gis These models have failed to ciearly dlsentangle alter-
,'ir . . ¥ f

‘nazive hypotheses zonge:ning self- SEgrEgaEiDn gieferences éhich Caul?

:W

: erplain the absa:yed prlce patterns: i This 1is so pr;mar;ly because they do

i ! .
nnt racially stratify ih21r h@uSlng price regressians and, EhuS— éannat

= *”3 E ;a"'fs.,
disﬁill ;né&a—taca h3351ng b;d}patta:ﬁs which unambiguously demonstrate
if = § . =

-

e e :
+a. While discgrnlng hqu51ﬂg prfqe pattefns which are consistent i

¥ = with white voluntary segregation, have failed to clarify the
*=  sgpecific. nature and origin of this tendency.

o

Give no reliable evidence whatsoever on the existengeégf

- black vaiuntafy segregation pgefare§Fegg ‘ '
1 _

¢c. May aftén be challenged on their paucity of control fer

*  other neighborhood factors besides racial compositia; which *

may be affectlng hBusing prices. .

or canceptual’clarity previous studies can ba ‘grouped into two classifica-
tions, dpending on the data base and aggregative nature of their resulting
approach to specifying the empirical model. Both groups will be reviewed
and critiqued separatély b elg

ITI. B. i. Census Tract Base Studies

~ The inltiai set of regredsion studies in the area of prefa nces for

neighborhood racial composition is characterized by the use of aggregated-

Speglflcallgi?}t is the contention of this Seczion that previous studles-

é\



Co f 15
;\ r _ Cenéﬁs tract data. \&QE“at%;%Et is made f dis dian house Yéluelj‘
7 s differénce% betw;éﬂ%irac;s of ﬁiffé;en£ ‘racial compo iti'ons.when OERE;ﬁ
| féatu}:ES of the ‘tracts are s . i | L

als ﬂgﬁ?i) aﬁalyged 1960 data from Oakland_ Census tracts. He

. - .
_ ingfeatures of the housing (m&dlan rooms per, unit, average
N . =Y e B

.5Llot‘sizé;'pércentagas gf standard dwellings, with .central heat, built befo re

e i, . 1940, with more t n gné’ bathroam, etc.), features af ﬁhe neighborhood
FPU " : » ¥ %
¥ i ) ¥ - - .
(student readisng sc@:éﬁé prnportipn blue collar land elevation, persons .

__per room, proportioms singie family and‘noﬁﬁzesidgnzia; average), and
accéssibiligy (dummyrvatiabies for major highway accaS; and high corcentra-

tiaﬁs of ampiaymeat miles from BD),.Sarvad as independent control vari-:

4

- ables. Vacancy rates and proportion of in-movers in the previous two years
w NN

proxied for local market disequilibrium- factors. Finally, dummy variables

were defined for tracts having partlcular proportions of black households:

&

8-99%, 20-997%, 35-99%, and 50-997 for renter equations; 8-997, 25-997,

y % 50-99% for owner equations. N . I
Regression results showed tha%ﬁthe dummy variable coefficients for
tracts having 35-99% and 50-99% black occupancy were significaﬂt;y negativé,
R 3

- while the corresponding 25-99% coefficient for DWﬁErS was posiﬁive but only

weakly significant. The magnitude of thes ults iﬂdicated that median

* rents in ttacts havinggiess than 357% black ogcupancy were 7.4% highar3

eteris paribus. ‘This effect was described by Daniels’ as a ''segregation

premium paid by renters in the white submarket." |
Anbther way of expressing these results is to gfaphically,demonstrate
the implied equilibfium gradiemt of housing prices. 1f, for instance, one

cons iﬁé ed identical houses in comparable quality nelghbarhaﬂds arnd plotted




| . 16

. 14 i :
the equilibrium ﬁfigés for these dwellings as the racial campositicn!cf»;

E ]

i’thé Surzéundingingigﬁbcrhééd varied,;thé pattern indicated by Daniels

would be as shown in Figuré 2A. This pattern corresponds toithé envelope

"of both races' housing bid functions, as outlined in the previous theory

Section. ) . : ' : -
. . VV ® . o A . -
While this study is not subject to-criticism on the grounds of in-

Y

- sufficient standardizatibn Dfsnéigﬁborhgod (tract) qualities, its aggrega-

, &

;i_h@usingjpricés paid by both races in a tract makes-it-impossible

= - T

' to know'what preferences for neighborhood fécial'ébmpqéiﬁian (of either

whites or blacks) .are generatirg the overall observed price pattern. For *

instance,, it cculﬁ be that whites were voluntarily self-segregatingand

" paying premiums to live in;predominantly white areas, whereas blacks were

indifferent, as suggested by Daniels. Yet, as shown,in Figure 2B, the

observed priéé pattern is also consistent with an underlying pattern eof

bids with both races demonstrating self-segregation preferences. Or,

it may be that while whites are indifferent, blacks place great value on

predominantly whi;é areas, as posited in Figure 2C. 1In this scenario oply
a few "lucky" blacks would, in fdet, live in white areas since the desired
"token" status has: already béen captured by them and no further blacks

#

would be willingbta move into the area and pay the pfem;um_:'The’gthéf

blacks, either due to greater Eamiliarit} with black neighborhoods or to

"port of entry" factors would continue to occupy traditional black areas.
Finally, any valuﬁtgry segregation premiums which may exist may be blﬁr;ad

if discrimination is operative. That is, whites may be willing to pay .
much more than a 7% premium, but discrimination may artifically be re-

stricting black demand in white areas and inflating values in black areas.

A more sophisticated stﬁdjf using individual dwelling data to supple-

]
-
ot
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ment Génsﬁé traet data was conducted by Séhﬂafé (197&); Using Eostcn'SMSA

-Fﬁblic Use Sample data,*she f;rst regrassed market price or rent on the

N of i = i
. Struéﬁg;al characferisgtics 6£ Eh dlvldual dwelllng (fanms haating,
g ) 3 ;ﬁ- : N . P . B

‘. bathrooms, age plumbing, Etc Y, househald Var;ablés (crawdlﬁg and length

4 -

of residancy), nalghbor @ ambgraphlc variables {mean incgme, proportiaﬁs

gf various mlnar%esj vacancy ratésj, and acgegsiﬁilléf proxies (céntral city-

iqcaﬁion, prqpoftionsfcf var;éus Strﬁcgurélcypgs): Tﬁis equatioﬁ (with ;ll
';demcgfaphigﬁandfgcceséibil%éf vafiatleé'saﬁ equal to éﬁélr SMSA mean value

5

for all tracts)-was then used to predict the average value for éaéh Eraﬁtg

based on the avetage physical characteristics of the rented or owned units

in that tract. The difference between the actual and this prédicted value
represented the tract's premjum:or discount after adjustment for thé'physiéal .

= R

attributes of its dwellings and,% in turn, became the dependent variable in

theisgccnd stage regression. This second regression employed disance to

" employment centers, tax rate, per pupil's ‘chaal expenditures, aver;ge income,
prcporgiéns low status and in public housing, air pailutiaé, ahd proportions
of varléus raclal/ethnic groups in the tract as independent variables.

Similar pfccedufes were conducted for both 1960 and 1970 Boston SMSA Census
. 3

data.

| In the 1960 sample, the relationship between housing prices in a tract
and the pzéporéién black assumed a U-shaped pattern, with a minimum ;niﬂeigﬁbgr%
hoods that were 257 black and with prices in all black afeag'lzz higher than

- those in otherwise all=white zones. In the 1970 sample, these ?ramiumsldis=
; » i f . . L )

appeared and pricesldéclined steadily with the tract's concentration of
blacks, with ghetto rents 5% less than those in all white areas. In®both

years and for both tenures, prices iﬁrtracts.that_were 25% black were 1.3-

1.5% lower than those in comparable all white tracts. £ Schnare interpreted

LY . . . - : P
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i

T theae findings as indicatians oﬁfwhite”ﬁréfEIEQQES'fér Self;éégregéﬁian’anﬁ*

- a hausing shértage or bla;ks in 1960, though shé admittgd thE'iQED pattern

wauld be. canaistent with black pfeferen es’ fcr selfsségrégatian!.'

Gfaphically, Sghnare s abserved«pricé gfaﬂient results are partrayed

€ =

gure 3A. AE befgfe these nverall pfica pattérns may be explaine& in

sever al ways, and thus can pravidé little cgnclusive pruof cf the existenge

.

i

of voluntary segregatigng Althaugh the drop in values in the 0 252 black
range can only be incéf?reﬁed as white éélféség:egaﬁian tendencies, the

5

- _exact nature of these white pféfggeaces remains unclear. For example,

' Fiéuréa 3B and 3C show that the results are consistent ﬁitﬁ either ‘a

gradually de;lining white bid function or. one that drops precipitously -

”When whites become a minority in thé~neighbgrhoad— These two Figurea also

‘demonst trate that either bhlack self—segrégatian (Fig. 3B) or indiffarence
(Fig SGj may be’ Qpéfatlvé with 196@ black bids being artifically incréased
-by_éisz:imiﬂagian in bath cases

The final econometric study utilizing Census tract daéaiﬁegén witﬁ
indi%iduéi dwelling unit data but aggrégatéd them to;farm single tract

,DEsgfvazigng_ 'gg:ry?(1976)'cgﬂaﬁétedvanalysis of single family home priées‘

- in Chicago during the period 1968-1972. Sales érice and assessment data were
'assgmbiéd for the over 30,000 transactions dur ing.t the perjmd. 'Tranaactions

" were then grouped into 231 tracts or tract-groups, and average prices,

strueture and lot values, Cehsus neighborhood attributes, and environmental -
LT - ¢ * LT .

chéragtaristics were computed for each area. Average sales price for the
area ﬁas’rggréssed on average assessments on land and structure (to proxy

fcr detailed st:ugtural lnfarmatiun), median family income, .percentage:

moved in éur;ng prgvicus five years, distance from CBD, and pollution

- e

lé#els,_’Finally, series of dummy variables were defined which deadted

8 ,
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fexpansiOn

a white area cantigunus tc é'néﬁwhitéféféa' Eﬁé"“sbﬁE“af blac

(aress adjagent to ghetta which wenc, an avéfagé from 22% ta 637 ‘black

]

Q.

- from l968=72), and "black neighbcrhaads" (average 94—992 blazk) N : ]

Regzessinn results shawad that, cet er i pafibus, pfice 1§vels faf

single family homes in the périad were highegt in "*afe" périphezal white

rareas, drnppeﬂ 5572 in "threatened" contiguOus‘whité areas, shuwed a madest

xiﬂgfeage in the zones of black gxpansicn and fell to their lawest lavels
(222—262 discount avFr white périphery) in the ghetto. Variatio ons in ‘1land,

;"aﬁd not strustufé, values proved to be the source of these mafEE' iée .
vafiaticns Figure ‘47 gives é gr%phic portrayal of thésa.patterns. IBerry
inﬁgrpretad Ehe discnunts in cantiguaus white areas as indicaﬁive af white

: prejudice ag nst blacks and perceptions that blacks reducéd néighbarhcad :

gtatus. Scant explanatian was given for the other patcérns, ﬁhnugh short -

run disequil%b:ium factors operative in the zone of expansion were alluded

i-;;t ‘ éa;‘ - v o -
| | While thg-Bétry model unambiguously suggests that whites are avgréé'
to 1iviﬂg in aréss contigﬁous to black aféas; it jields little-evidence of
,their tastes for EElf—SEgrEgaEiDﬁ beyond that. It &oés otl férgiﬁstéﬁée‘
téll us whather white bids decline monotonically‘as the praportion of blacks
in the ﬁeighbarhaod increases (c.f. Flgura AE) or whether no further aversion
2 occurs until blacks becomé a majotity in thé neighborhaad (c.£. Figufe 4C),
As for blacks, the specification cannot distinguish between black preferences
fgf all black areas (c.f. Figure 4C) or far integrated,afeas (c.f; Figure 4B).
In sum, the Census tract base studies do not provider unambiguous answers
EanEETning‘thévekiSEéﬂce'cr nature of either whit% or black preferences for

self SEgregatiOﬁ. At best, they give an aggfégate estlmate of the equilibrlum

housing prige gradient, aﬁd not the undefiying ‘bid funztlans of each race which

Q N ) ’ ; ! ’ '3 U |
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. IIl;'B. ii. Micro-data Base Studies

Tha?iaaand'aat of ragfaaaian a;udiaa is éharaatariaad by the use of -
"miara—data an individual houaa values and aharactariatica. The goal of

b-;diaaggragatian is to better diatill the subtleties af houaing bid patteg‘iﬁ

’; ) N - Bailay (1966) undartaak a aaminal aaanamatric atudy in the area of

lracial affacta on ptoparty values utiliaing two aamplaa of single family

i

hamaa aﬂld in* .Chicago's aauthaida areas in 1948—51 and 1954=57 The de-~-

pandant variabla for each ragfaaaiaa was the lagarithm af the tha fadafal
raal estate t;anafar tax paid on tha tfanaaatian when the prupafty was *
'aold;- Structural cantrél variablaa includad_numbaf of flagra, buildiﬁg.
_ matarialaj aga,'flaar area, baaamanti front faotaga, aad a series of ddmmy
-i. f .variablaa danating -dilapidation, uniVE?aity access, years of aala, common
) wall, allay, and conversion. Naighbafhaad variables-consisted of papulatian
‘densities and racial campaaitiona for the block and facing block on which
\ thaﬁunit was located, as well as far the rin of aurrounding blodks (with
two alternative apagificatiana of block face and ringrbaing taacéﬁj, Ua—
fo:tunataly; no attempt was mada in the modal'to identify the raaaa in—
‘vaivad“iﬁ the Efanaaatiaﬁa being abaafﬁad. . : i' : :
For ath samples, Bailey faund that highar blaak éancantra:iana in
the ring of blocka aurrgunding the property aign:{icantly raducad its

value; e.g., a 307 diacaunt between a 507 black’r'” 5 all white

ring., On the other hand, the racial CDmpDSitiGﬁ'éf the lack face en- ’
: —
campaaaing Ehe property was not a atatiatically significant variabla.

Bailey alaimad Ehasa results proved -that blazka have aignificanz 1e tiva=

O ~f, .

effects on proparty values in the blocks naar to but not those including

8 ' 5




portrayed as in- Figure 5A. ﬁv T ' " S S

Unfartunataly, such an- unambiguous Eonglusian cannat be derived ffom

-

cambinatiﬂﬂg of th bl ck and surrﬂumding ring of blpckS'invclved ;n a
i'

. given.transaetian. That is, the specificatinn‘doés not allow for the

pogsibility .that Ehe effezt of black cancentraticns infsurféunding areas
'Eaﬂld have different effects on valuésvdapending on whether the block in

oI

questiun was whité% mixed, or black ipself Gonsider;'iniiiallf, the in- L

significanca of the own—black race effect, Since (presumably) both white

Low 1and black buyers were sampled, this fesul; iﬁes.ﬁot-nécessariiy suggest

pént to’ blaaks on theif awn black (and by

n
fos
[vi)
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ffééixsimilarly) " Another plausible interi g
pretéticn’wauld be that whites (éha usually purchase in ‘predominantly
_ v .
'%hiﬁg blocks sﬁrréﬁnied by white rings) pay a comparable”amount as blacks
(who Qéuaily.puréhase-in préégminang;y bié;k blocks surréunded ﬁy black
rings) but that whites (blacks) who might buy in a,rac;allyﬂmixéd,blcék
ﬁﬁuldEPEY-fEiatiVEly less (mafé? compared to their counterparts in |
segregated blocks. (Such a pétte;ﬂ wéuld obiiausly im@ly‘shoft run market
disequilibéium at boundary areas or discimination éonstfainiﬁg Eléﬂk éemandi)
T ' In'sﬁch'a contingency, observations éathered ffém a variety~cf-t:ansa§tiaﬁs¢,rf
involving various races on?vafiaus types&af racially‘constituééd blocks

raundéd by v riﬂus types Df rgcially :cnstituted rings mlght éasilv

show no Eﬁlatianship between block racial campasitian and selling price,

Frimde =

even thgugh both races might prefer whiter blocks. This alternative is
' g:aphically portrayéd in Figure 5B.. "

Similarly, consider ﬁhe negative coefficient on the prapgrtian'blaék

e

83 . . ‘.i -’ =

I3
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*

ot

-»'aggzegate pattérn derived fram trsnsactians on white mixeﬁ and black

e

=

&

- blo;ks demaﬁstratéd a net inverse relatianship between valué and prc—

o+

—pnftian blaak in surraunding blmcks. Géngeptually, at least,Asuch a

pattéfn-ﬂauld-have been genefated 1f blacks préferredeblocks amid.mixed

areas whéreas whites were indiffereﬂt to the race of adjacent blocks
i . i U‘J N

'(erfﬁg Figﬂre '5C). Another alternative explanation more consistant wiﬁh

the one posited above is that both races prefer to live in areas with

highér ccncentra&icns of whites in the surraunding ﬁ&ighborhOods In$
} Ay

hi, ase, as shawn in Figuré 5B, the diééaunting efféct-af higher black

pfopoftions in 5urraunding rings wauld_be demonstrated for observations

gatheréd from both white and black blocks.

Finally, the,Bailey study can alsn be faulted on its paucity of

" other variables to control for neighborhood qual,;fibésidEE-dgnsity and

race. Clearly, such factors as median incomes, average property values,

= y -

N stability, sociﬂééonﬁmic diversity, commercial land uses, etec., are

attributes of the neighborhood which would be expected to iﬁfluengeg
prgperty values, independent of racial ,characteristics. Exclusion of
such factors from the fagigssions may lead to specification errors and -

serious misinterpretations of the behavioral content of the racial

_composition variables. . ’\2'7}_v.ft@ﬁ , A

ﬁiﬂg»éﬂd Mieszkowski (lS?E)-aﬁaiygé? data fgom a sample of remntal .
é;ellings in New Haven. Their rent regféééiﬁﬁs émplcyéd ;hé usual set |
of structure variables (area, a v§§ié§y of quality indices, terms of and
special fsatureé included in rent), distance fraﬁAcity center, fgadi&g

scores in local schools, and attributes of the occupant (recent immigrant .

S : . a o ‘ i‘."'""'"’
. white tastes f%ﬁ“aegreggtian, §et all one Ieally knows 4s that theA'



less than 3% Elaeks on the unit's block and in surreugdiﬁg biégkgg the

"ﬁwhites paid 7% lcwer rents while boundary blacks paid the same. This in-

:%grefefenges for self g gatign, agcarding to King aﬂd Hieszknwski.

ta ciﬁy, persnns per squaré faaz 1ﬁ unit, Tace and- SéxTﬁf héad)*——Tn*addis';'~~w'

Y

-'tian, fﬂur dummy variables were specified which simultaneausly denoted bﬂth

the race of the household and the racial submarkat in which the apartmap

. was 1B§§t§di>'Thr§E‘ngi§ﬂs=wéfé specified: the "white" subma:ket having

£

:f

"ghetto" submarkét having 60-1007% blacks on the u nit's block and in .

ouﬂding*blagka, and the "bnundary" submarEét consisting of all ather

L3

areas.

&

_The regressinn coefficients for this set of four faEé/submﬂIkEt

idummiés indicatéd that, camparad to white tenants in white areas, bgundary

Vdicated price discrimination in the baundary submarket as well as white

&

=

by
=3
Both races in the ghetto paid 9% mn:e than whit%s in white areas, a finding

de

.the authars attributed to a short run disequilibrium situatian of ! funneling.

These rent patterns dre portrayed in Figure 6A.

THe first area in which the King-Mieszkowski study méy be criticized

'concgrns?the_lack of néighbcfhgod control variables. - Gnly'logal school

reading scores and distance to- gity cen;er are employed to standar -dize for

the qual ty of the nelghbathccd in wﬁich the surveyed apartment was located.

-~ As for the iﬁplied preferences for neighborhood racial composition,
again the study leaves sever al "important unahswered-questiaﬁsi As for

blacks, the authors admit-that the black rent pattern is consistent with

:black self-s ig<egation tendencies. Yet, they cloud the issue by their

ralianaé on disequilibrium factors to Explain rent levels in the black

submarket. For instance, if rents in black areas were artifically in-

"flated due to a~témparary fillip of demand, then bla&ks could, in fact,

-
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s

éhités paid more. Finally, the ghetto was define d as all CQﬁtiguouE t: cts

" The upshot of all this, 'as pcinted out by Yinger, 1s that one' must be

. # ,‘: . ) : c ’ . ‘ = . . 24

W

’”,,Etai—eamp@gitian—iﬁ?ﬂ—%tue—equilibrium—situafiﬁﬂ In .

= g \
suth an equilibfium théir bids might appear as in Figuze 6B.

©or

Fe

As Ear whizes, the specifigation of th bo ndary areas which encompass

such a vast fange af racial tgmpcsitians makes it impassible to tell whéthar :

€

the true equilibrium Whité bid patt%;n falls 3inearly as black praportions

rise, whether it plummets at some intermediatg "threahald" blagk pérgentage

or, as- aﬂ extreme case, whether it is low anly in racially mixed ";ransis _

tignal" areaa, as suggested iﬂ Figure 6B.
A fiﬂal griticism revalves around the sensitivity of’the observed rent

patterﬂg to the spe;ifi:ation of the three :acial submarkets. This éegs

g . -

tivity was demcnstraﬁed by Yinger (1975), who expérimgnted with the King- -

Hieszkowskivspécificatién‘usiﬂg 1967 st. Lauisimicrgidata for awner—gciﬁpiéd

units. Three altarﬁatiVE'épecifigaﬁigng of the three raéial submarketg %e:e
émplayed in fagrassiOﬁ runs. When 0—52/55852/35+2 black proportion in Censu
fract damarcatians were used the résults shGWEd that ghetto blacks paid

5ignifigantly more than the priﬂes paid by both races in all . cthaf areas.

When QﬂéO?/AO 80£/SD+/ daflﬁltions were used, both ghetto blacks and baundafy

]

of 90+% black, the white submarket as all tracts Sé or less b;agk plus all

* My
tracts surfounded by such tfacts, and the baundary as, eVerything else.

Thia g@ecificaﬁfgn indiaated ghetto blacks and boundary‘blacks paid more

' in the lag mgdel and that bgth whites and blacks paid more if the bqﬁndagy

rggian of high :rans;tlonita the north of the ghetto was further specified!

gl oo

. i 4 ’
hesitant to-interpret results from the King-M eszkowski type of SpEEiflEathﬂ

as conclusive evidence of the effects of racial att;tudas on huuqe values,

duertg the sensitivity of submarket definition.

¥ .‘ "‘;:f
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Q,gprepeeed_s—medel—nhich_ettempted—te_avereeme_the-Kin17;,vurxr'

Hiéezk&weki'ePeeif,eetiQn prnblems, Iwe dummy variebles were epegified to
"'« denote houses in "integrated" (40~80% black) ‘and "bleek“ (80-100% black)

& tracts. Two additional dummies deneted‘ﬁleek households in the ebevevrwe

areaeg~«Finelly; three variables measured the percentage of blacks in,each

L ‘of the three racial submarkets, with the epprepriete'perceetege being

selected depeeding;aﬁ-the location of a pertieuiar dwelling. Besides

the above variables, the usual set of &structural grtribueee (rooms, bath-
rooms, eree; yard eiee,lquelitj, ege), neighborhood emeeities (nonresidential

~usage, school echievemenr'eeeree, median income and edueetien, pereentege

“ e moved in previous five years, perce entage poor), end location (dietenee to

-F

CB } were ueed as’ independent verleblee in the house velue regreeeien.

‘The regression results i’dieeted that in all three eubmerkere,.be;h
: black and white houeing prices declined as the properti n black in the area

i

. reee, a fiﬂding Yinger claimed shewed both races preferred ‘whiter areas.

- = -

For instance, ell else equel a ;D/ increase in the prepertian black weuld

reduce house values by Aot 62578%, and 19/ in. white integreted en&

3

black ereee; reepeetively. In edditieﬂ, average house prieee were 25- E?Z

"higher in both integreted and bleek ereee, eempered te-ﬁhite'ereee_ Einally,

for ‘any given rae1el EQEPDSltlEﬂ bleeke peid lé—lS/ more then whitee,

' euggesting evidence of discriminaticn.: A diegremmetic gertrayal of theee

figdinge ie:giveﬁﬂin Figure 7A. -

— B et

[

Further co*eidereﬁipn must be giveﬁ;te ﬁhe’lerge pﬁéee dieeentiﬁuity
evidenced when meving berween eubmerkere. Yinger explained t iﬁe ﬁhite/

'3‘integreted eree gep ee a cembin etien of bleeke being exeluded from white .

ereee end whites \in iﬁvegreted areas being unable to cepture capital

gaing in the short run ‘due to meving eﬂd infermericn costs invelved in ?{Qif:-

5 A
3
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v '.'in~this area.
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H
H

. racial com

tion——iﬂability ta gnnclusigel iscover blaak preféren:és faf self- g ’:i

‘1segrégazign- Dn Ehe onE hand, ‘the. resulcs rega:diﬂg whites are difficultff

' is Ehéré the afaremeﬂtigned iﬂtégfatéd/blaék aféa,prige gap anamaly, but

" an added Spéé f ion problem leads one to furthéntquESCion the canclusioﬂ'
of black a “ ysian to Dther blacks in 1ntegrated areas. The pctentiai _

_blacks andlyhitas iﬁ¥an5;:aa, glven the basiz prige variat;gn pattern as

Whether ' theré is

bféakiin the 1inéar whlta bid funatian

prcblem afises from the uge Df cnly a éummy vafiablé tc distiﬂguish bétWéen

;asiiign éhanées.- Consider, for éxample, the hypathacical scatter 7

R

dominate the IEgrESSiDﬁ est;ma;é (l;ne AA) and theréby sugge st ;hat géth.

4 .
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races pIEfEIEEd whiter araas, even ﬁhough blacks paid more, ceteris paribus

(11;% AiAI); Thus, rémcvin% far a mo;ent any disequili ibrium eleﬁgﬁts, ﬁhe
2ﬁfdé undéflying‘pattern of bids may be,vefy different (especially for
. blégks) than théé suggeste& by the Yinger del (c.f., Figureé7ﬁ)_

In summary, the micro—daia studies, while coming closer to the idaé;
af éstimating the underlying housing bid functions for each race than the

aggregative wgrks have fallen short. They have Céﬂsistently demonst ,,d

segregating tendency or its source. Even more serioué;y,‘tha’éiisting
"'Specifications yield conflicting and ambiguous results concerning blacks'

desires far self-segregation. The prime specification shortcoming is the

%
fallure to estimate regressions over racially stratified subsamples of ob=- *

servations.
III. C. Summary

Existing research, whether based on opinion poll or regression methodol=
ogies, has failgd to provide conclusive answers regarding preferences for
néighborhoodfracia; composition. 'As for white households, ba%h;typés‘of
‘studies havé;géﬁerally indicated some tendency to avoid integrated néigﬁbar—
hoods, yet the exact nature of this tendency has remdined obscure. We
cannot be sure, for example, whether whites are averse to any black neighbors
or whether they merely fear becoming the mincrity race as an integrated-

d I"is also unclear whether

nEighborh d "tips" to a dominantly black area.

white aversion is due to race Eef,ggi or to factors commonly associated with
integrated neighbgfhoodsfiike lower housiné quality and status, higher turn-

over, etc. While Everal ecanometric studies have prgvided ccntrols for

Ao
o
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some of these factors, other potentially important variablas such as popu~
A . N - . i B\':'

lation denéity,,5§ciqeco nomic dlver51ty, and lending iﬁstitutlon "redlinlng

have not ‘been Empi@féd; -
As f;f black hauééhélds; the evidence from both polls and regression
research haS §fdvén;iﬁcoﬁclusive. ‘Some studies have suggestad blaékg
_demﬂﬁstratausiﬁ%iar self*éﬁgregation tendencies as whites, while athéfs

come to the appusite canglusions.f Yet little eréﬁénce can be placed in
either set of findings, for neither group has succeeded in unambiguously

estimating the underlying bla;k housing bid pattérns in their specifica-

i

tions.

Finally, no aﬁﬁémpt whatsoever has yet been made to integrate both
I

© o

camparé their resultsi For example, we do not kﬁow whether there exists
. \

a strong cnrfelatlon between white de mants ingéheir hDu51ng bids due

&

farvneighbgrhOQd racial compgsigian and the composition of neigﬁbgrhoads,
in which they actually live (as revealed in pclls)

The reséarch specification described in the next Section is designed
ta'answe: these questions and avoid the shortcomings of previous reseérch

outlined above.
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. e HadglfSpe;;figa;ian and Data Base » _ =

Both the<£arggging fhegry of the h@using.mafke£ aﬁd review of previous
studies have §Qntinually emphasized the need to distingtly separate bid
pattgfﬁs>of both fazés in arder»to uniébiguausly determine their preferences
for sélfiségregation. The prinecipal guidgline for the specification of the

empirical model is thus the stratification by race of the housing price

equations.
]

IV. A. General Specification

As notéd earlier, a housing package may be COﬁQeétualiged as é bundle
af.a;tributes;)each of whigh has ajdisﬁin%; (althoﬁgh impli%it) valuation
p;aéed upon it by a given group ©of household demanders. A fegfésgign of
ﬁhé value or rent éf the total housing package on these attfibptés (using
only observations from the given household group) cherebyﬁflelds coefficients
interpretable as these implicit valuations given to attfibutesrby the group.

Symgélically;-the total héusing pagkagé price (féﬁkgdr value) of the
ith déelLimg occupied by the jﬁh group is: o

” (1) Eij = f([sijk] (Ni351] [RignD)- j = white, Elack
where Esijk]’ [Nijl] and fRijﬁ]-are column vectors describing the various
attributés of the structure and lot, neighborhood, and racial campésiiicn
of the area,‘fegpectivély, for the ith dwellipg of the jth group. The

i

multiple regrdssion to be estimated over all 1 observations of a given

tenure of the jth group will take the form: .

(2) By o=ag+ [by ] (S5] + [Gg] I+ [dgp] [Ryg) + w

where [bjkl’ [le], and [djm] are row vectors of coefficients and u is a

random error term with the usﬁai properties. The [djm] coefficientcs will

provide the crucial empirical information concerning the jth group's

k]

45
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~ ¢ valuation of the racial attributes of their neighborhoods as Speéif%%hiby [ij]

for the Eénure undafrcﬂﬁsideraﬁiag;
IV. B. Data Bases
.Thé above general model was ape:ationaliged and CSefficients statisti-
cally estimated using two distinct data bases. Bgth’séfs result from
:individu%i household intérviéws and contain a rich collection of infcrmazicﬁ‘
| on the occupants, the dwellings, and the associated neighbcihacds_ :The two
surveys. were conducted in St. Louis in 1967 and in Wéoéter, Ohio, in 1975.
Similaf statistical estimations were made féf both sets of data, thus
. ’

allowing one to compare results from a large city undéigaing-fapid'axpansian

B

. of a significant centralized black ghetto to those from a small city with

a minimal, widely-diffused black community. These two data bases are
H “

described bél?W; ‘

© IV. B. 1. St. Louis Survey £
; ‘The initial data set was gathered by John Kain and John Quigley for a

“consulting fifﬁ under contract to the St. Louls Community Renewal Program.
A sample of phonebook household addresses was randomly selected both within
thg city limits and in St. Louis County. Vacancies, non-responses, and
féfusals reduced the final size of actual intétviaws-canduéted within the

eity (county) during EEé summer of 1967 to 1021 (364). A complete

Eaaeins | udéscriptign of sample design is given in City Plan éommissi + (1969) .
These héuseynlds Qere persanéliy interviewed tavobﬁain objective data on
their income, family status, job status, race, etc., and on the physical
features of their dwelling.

More subjective evaluations of the qualitative aspects of the sampled

dwellings and neighborhoods were obtained in three different ways. In the

<14 6

./




fifs;, interviewers rated the quality of various aspects of the unit
interiors on ordinél scales. .City building inspectors provided énalogaué
éuality ratiﬁgé for the exterior ganditibﬁ;af the sample unit and structures
" adjacent to 1t in a second survey. ‘I Pel ors also rated varinus aspects of
the block‘face_gﬁAwhich thé saiéle units were located duringéfhe final phasei
Jgintly'thésersgfvays provided 39 distinct va:ifblés proxfing for tyé physi-
cai and visual qualiﬁy of. the sampled housing packages. Thése 39 variables
have been céﬁdénses into a more manageable number of factors via principlef _
components analysis by Kain and Quigley (1970).
Finally, objective characteristics of the surrgunding ﬂeighborbgéé u
‘were also gathefed for each observation. Quality measures for .local
schools, facial composition, cfimelfaﬁés,and a variaty of Census tract
data were also tabulated. :
v Therrat%onale for analygiﬁg the above da;a'baéégéonsists of the
following: - + L ' F

1. It represents an unusually robust set of quantitative and
- qualitatige variables.to control for a, wide variety of
fac;tor’s.'@cting hausing pl‘iCES- . .
2. »It contdins enough repfesantaticnﬁcf both. blacks and whites
in’ the sample to permit stratification by race while main-
tafning adequate sample sizes.

3, 1t encompasses the widest possible range of racial composi-
- tiong-=from 0% to 99% black in a tracte

1967, it captures a situation in which white households in
"transitional' areas adjacent to the ghetto would likely
fear the incipient "tipping" of their area. .

g 4. Since the "classic" central ghetto was expanding rapidly in

Lz ]
Q
La
o
f
m

cnmparative aggregate data én St. Lauis}\iee Tables 3 and 4.

g% : IV. B. 1i. Wooster Survey

‘The second data set was gathered by the Principal Investigator in®

collaboration with Professor Garry Hesser of the College of Wooster

A,

17
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Table 3

Comparative Characteristics of Housing

© All Metropolitan Areas St. Louis SHSA City of Wagstéf

, 19797Ce§§us 1970 Census 1975 Census.

" Occupied Units
‘.S.uhs1:1a:n_r:la:’r:%;1 "3.5% fsﬂ 4,92 ; 1.1%.
* 1,01+ Persons/Room 7.8 4.8 52,3

Owner Occupied - 59.5 64.0 . 60.8

Median # Rooms 5.0 ' 4.5 o 5.6

-
L

Median # Persons/
' Household 2.7 2.65 2.3

Median Value (Owner) $19,000 $16,300 . $27,000
Median Rent (Renter) 597 . $105 ;} 5138
Vacancy Rate, Total 4.8% - 6.1% | 5.1%

Units in Structure | | )
Single Family : 63.2% 66.6% ' 68.3%
Two or More 34.9% ‘ 30.0% | 30.1%

Mobile Home C1.9% s 2.3% 1.6%

13




Table "4 7
C§m§afative_Chafactefistizs of Eopulatiéﬁ
. . - . L e 7
All M palitan Areas St. Louis SHSA ) ;City of Wooster
‘ }97@ Census < 1970 Census lQ?E;Cepépg
L . '
Age b,
1824 years ' o 17.3% : : . 10,32 8.6%
. @& o
25=34 years 12.6 12.1 : 19,9
3544 ’ 11,7 11.6 14,9
45=54 12,0 11.3 16.5
- 35=64 - 9.2 9.3 14,8
65+ ’ 9.7 9.8 - 25,3
,“'lééﬁsus data ﬁsﬁézgdividuals, Wooster data fof households
Educationl _ﬁfﬁ
No ligh School . ». ° 30.1% W 27.0% 11.0%
me High s:;ﬂ" 24,6 17.8 ,16.2
High Sahaal G&héi
aﬁ i
ngha bﬂme Lallage 33.3 ' 41,7 49,0

“,- y!

Co 1223 Graduas ;‘

Earnaps SEasE Graduata 12,0
12.0% )
11.5%
16.5% : 18.0% 6.0%
23.6 26.5 18,9
$8,431 ' $8,700 $11,627
49
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during'the summer of 1975 AA15Z stratified raﬁdam sample of all houséhaid:;
addresses within thévcity of Woastér_limits was t:onstruéﬁedj and lDél‘dwellings
were surveyed. Vacénﬂies resulted in a net of 1007 actual interviews ﬁith
hauséhqlds Cnénsrespanses an& refusals were replaced in the sample). A
cnmpleta dasariptian of methodology and samplin deslign is given in Gglst&r
and Hesser (1975). E ,

The Wooster survey gatherad an array of objective characteristics of

[
fal
[nd
o
o

~ the hgusehald and dwelling unit which are virtually identical to those
_ St. Louis survey. Additional nmpayable evaluations of the dwelling's
exterior and interior quality and the character of Ehe Surrgunding neighbof-t
EOﬂd" were also made by 1ﬁtgrviewefsg , |

fwentyssix of .these "neigﬁba%h@ads" were defined by the Wooster City
Planning Eapartmeﬁt for purposes of the study, using aé}guidélines natﬁral

topographical a@d“maﬁamade boundaries. Each consisted, on average, of a

several SQQSIE block area containing approximately 200 households. A

variety of "neighborhood" characteristics such as median incomes, aducatibn,

house values, racial composition can be computed from the survey. (Selected
characteristics of Wooster in Tables 3 and 4.)

The rationale for analyzing the Wooster data is: '
1. It contains a robust set of quantitative and qualitative
variables to contra} for a wide variety af factors affecting
housing prices. - -
o 3 ;
2. While it contairs insufficient black household observations
to estimate black bids, the white observations contain un-
~usually good neighborhood control variables like:

a. density, diversity, stability, ave. values

b. demarcation of area commonly seen by real estate agénts
: as '"the wrong side of town" which thus provides a prime
candidate for lending institution "rédlining"

i

[p]

expressed white attitudes on desirability of integration’
and perceptions of racial change and prépérﬁy value
changes.

50
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3. Since it contains a small and widely-scattered black
population (highest black concentration.in any neighbor-
hood is 16Z%), it captures a situation in which white
households would have little reason to fear any "tipping"
of their areas.

Iv. C. Détailéthpecificaticn

Now that the data basesrfaf the research have been‘des:ribed, the general
specification éreaénﬁad earlier may be put in a more detailed form. The de-
pendent variables are either monthly rent (RENT) or owner-assessed Aouse value
(VALUE). The specific independent variables which are pragosed taﬁgroxy for
g@mpanentsf@f the gtructure/lot ?eetgf, [S], and neighborhood cgmpééénts,
[N], gra defined in Table 5. The [S] com ponen nts inéludé dummy variables
denoting such qualitativs shortcomings as m;jar interior (INTDEFECT) and
exterior defécts‘(EKIDEFECT), no hot and cold runni ng water éNQHZD), and
no central heat (ﬁDHEAI); Other structural control %ar;ablas ﬁéré numbe&
of rooms (ROOMS), bathrooms (BATHS), decadal age (AGEUNIT), and the exis-
tence of central air conditioning (AIRCDND;, For renters, Ewa dummy
va;iablés denoted 1f furnishings (FURNISH) or utilities (UTIL) waré‘igcludéd

in the monthly rent, as well as the structure type occupled: single family

detached (SINGLFAM), duplex (DUELEXj, rowhouse (ROWHOUSE), garden apartment
building (GARDEN), or apartment in converted single family structure
CAETSINGL) For owner occupants the existence of mﬁltiple units in the
gtructure was denoted by DDMUS, and the area of the yard in thousands éf_
& rsquﬁrg feet as PARCEL. | F
) The socio-economic status of the "neighborhood" surrouﬁdiﬁg the given
gtructure (i.e. cens;s tract in St. Louis, and “ﬂeigﬁbarha@d" in Wooster) -
is madelled by the mean incame of hgusehclds (MNINCDME) measuﬁ?ﬁ“in

thousands -of dollars a,d the percentage of low income households, using
f

r
i,




TABLE 5 .

ey

Formal Variable Definitions

Yartable Definition ' ¥
INTDEFECT 1 if walls and/or cei‘ling i poor condition, O otherwise .. '’
,:0-othérwise

EXTDEFECT 1 1f roof, windows, steps and/pr paint in poor conditi
NOH20 . 1 if no hot and cold running water, 0 otherwise
NOHEAT 1 1if no ecentral heat, 0 otherwise "
ROOMS - ' number of rooms (excluding bathrooms) in dwelling unit
BATHS number of bathrooms in dwelling unit
AGEUNIT age of structure, in decades
AIRCOND 1 if dwelling has central air condi;ion;ng, 0 otherwise
FURNISH -1 if furniture ingluded in monthly contract rent, 0 otherwise
U?IL 1 if utilities included in monthly contract rent, 0 otherwise
SINGLFAM 1 if dwelling in’ single family detached ‘structure, 0 otherwise
DUPLEX - 1 if dwelling in duplex structure, 0 otherwise . - #

. ROWHOUSE 1 1f dwelling in rowhouse structure, 0 otherWise .
GARDEN 1 if dwelling in garden apartment structure, 0 otherwise
APTSINGL ° 1 1if dwelling in apartment in converted single family sEru;Eure,

0 otherwise :

O0MUS 1 if owner resides in multiple unit structure, O otherwise
MNINCOME mean income of households in ''meighborhood"*, in $1,000
PERPOOR percentage of low income** households in neighborhood
PERSTABLE percentage of households living in current unit 5 years or more ‘
DENSITY population per acre*** in neighborhood
PERDILAP percentage of dilapidated structures in neilghborhood

. IX-Y 1 if neighborhood has 7% black ranging from X to Y, 0 otherwise
PBX—Y actual percentage black in geighborhood 1if neighburhnod has /

black ranging from X to Y, O otherwise

WBORDER 1 if neighborhood has under-1% black and is located adjacent

to 70%+ black neighborhood in St. Louis, or to central integrated
(1-16% black) neighbarhgod in W@astér, 0 otﬁerwise

PBFRINGE actual percentaga black if neighborhood defined as FRINGE, .0
A otherwise :

PERBLACK actyal percentage black in nalghborhaad

CENTRAL 1 if neighborhood has 1-16% black and located in South=ﬂqural
section of Wooster, 0 otherwise c g} N

SEGPBLK percentage black in neighborhood if respondent avowed segregatianist
0 otherwise A _

SEGREGAT 1 if respondent avowed segregationist and lived in neighborhood

with some blacks, 0 otherwise

*"neighborhéod" defined as Census tract in St. Lq;i', and as Wooster Planning
Department "study area' of approximately.800. poputation in Wooster.

#%"] ow income' defined as househald earﬂing under $3000 ($5DDQ) in 5t. Louils (Wooster),

***density estimated in St. Louis on.basis of distance of dwelling from CBD '_in
Wooster on basis of direct sampling and area maps. -

o2 s
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$3 000 ($5 QQﬂ) income cutoffs for St- Lguiélkﬁéﬁséeé):_fPER?ODR). The - : g,g
Y et
'“”ghbofhbad ‘status hag often’ been stre ssed (cf. Abrams, 1955

i

Smith, 1970 Arts, 1971) Néighbarhagd stabili ty is proxied far by the

u | =
pergentage of hausehglds 1iving in their ;urfent dwelling more than 5 years .-

i

(PERSTABLE). Quality cof public services provided in the neighbarhood
(SERVICES) is méasufed by.dn index of the average household response to a

Séflé f stians concerning their ‘sétisfactiéﬁ" With specific public

5

services‘li liga, fira; sch 15, ‘transit, and garbage collection. Like

.g_"

e status, the significanca of public services fcr housing prices is well . =~ .. |
4 ééstablﬁshed (;f. Schétﬁgf and Levin, 1968; Billingsle&, 1958; Mack,ylSéS;
Wolf ‘and Lébéauxg}igéé}- Finally, t#e population peﬁ acre (DENSITY) and

percentag af dilapidated stru'turas (PERDILAP) ccmplete the specification

. \

of tﬁé neighborhaod control variablesi Sinte these var;ablés were derived
% ~§ .
from thé! sample itself, anly'areas having at least three observations é:e

i < PR 2

used for ahalysis. 8. P

While both the [S] and [N] vectors described above were ugéd identically

for both St. Louis and Wooster samples, the radical differences in the racial

dynamics of their housing markets warrant distincﬁive'Spaﬂifiégﬁigns of the

[R] vector. “These will be, given detailed consideration below.
Thé‘éstimated racial campasiﬁicﬁ fcr census tracts 1n the city and

) county of St. Louis in 1967 is graphigally represented in Figure 9. ?Iﬁ;df

‘proportions of blacks in a tract were estimated ﬁa@;d on the race Df#ﬁ@g;

households éztually inﬁefv;éweé} supplemented by interpolations of 1960 .

and 1970 census data to check reasonableness of estimate. Only tracts

with at least three observations were analyzed. As can bégseén from the

data§ Ste. Léuié:is charactéfized by a‘typical, central city ghetta, with

(A
]
oo




' Hg t;:rv'é'r 70 % :Ei.a;t:k; '
26% ~70% black
10% - 25% black
o] ueder 10% blaak 4
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 arouﬂd diséﬂtaugling the dual ef ects of ragé: as a neighharhood-amenity aﬂd . O

et
S e

~3£~an:

'i@dicator of a particular type of housing submarket. As Einger (1975}5

of prices within a néighbarhaod (ar

_é_?f

:bé%ﬁééb groups of naighborhccds is determined by its (their) submarket

';?chlassificaticn, while within a ElVén submarke§ classificaﬁian @ariatiénsrin'

a = . »

”'ﬁ{PIices due to variations in racial Egmp itioﬁ are 1ndi§ative of tastés for

.

ffacial Qamposition as an amenityr' For instanca, simply camparing overall

‘priﬂé 1evels for camparable whita Dccupied structurés ineall-white ‘suburban

L 1
=g

:neighbarhaadg to Ehase in, say, integrated city neighbcrhaods wﬁera racial E

;»gomposition varies fram 25 70% black (as done by King aﬁd Mieszkowski (1973))
xobsgqres th“d ; ole. cfﬂzaca What one needs to reali;e is’ that whfie
overaLl pfices ‘may . be higher in the latﬁer submarket Cpent=up demaﬁd By < e

.'b;acks éua ta their exalusion from white areas farces up prieas far alL),

- 'iﬁh%S{isqngtwan indication of white preferences for such ag'aféa._’This

"~éngCt of ‘race as an amenity ‘¢an only be observed'by comparing variations

S f.tif;.ﬁﬁite housing pziv;fés between the 25% and 70%‘black areas within the
';im;eErated submark.at;

With this in mind six distinct h@using submarkets a Eriori may be,'-:;’

disgznguished in the St Louis 'E ropglitan area., Black ghetto areas

(T 70 lQD = t;agts with over 7@4 black households) and inLEgratgd areas . =~
(T 26- 70 = tracts 26- 70/ black) ﬁonfofm to- what 1s ganerally viewed as :I-

~ the "black submarket" (cf.’ Kain and Quigley,n1970? Dagielg, 1975' Yinger, &

1975) whcéé‘pricgjla§elsrffar ba -h rages) should generally be abcve ghat

in all=white aréas due to Ehe‘aférementiﬁﬁéd exclusién Effect— xAreas‘

which have pegn penetfated" by few blagks (I 10- 25 ¥ tracts lD 25/




hutlincamiﬂg blacks densﬂd may be affset;iﬂg this. effagt. White bgrdér areas -

""‘!‘ D e

(HBDRDER - tragts under lZ black adjaQEﬂt to ‘tracts over’ 702 ,lack) shauld

' maﬁifest lnwer white p;icgs than whité areas farther f!hm the ghetta if

J— ‘

whitgs thare fnresee imminent ragial transitian and fgar this Eventuality.

e : @ HR
géﬂéral descriptia f ,eighborhuods undergning racial transitiaﬁ'iﬁ T

£'SE Lauis in the late 1963’*,§sae Sutker and Sutker (1974) -Suburban areas
I : LIV

R

'“f~ Q with ﬁantrivial amounts "of ragial mixing CFRINGE = suhurban St. Louls t-a ts i@j

is i’

e 1;11 10-20% black and at least 4 milés grum the ghétto) shauld exhibit the ﬂ
effe:,s gf race as an amenit?, Eincé they Q;e, by definitian, spatially far '

T

st rem@ved fram;the ghétta. FFinally, all—white areas are. thase tracts with

. under 1% black’ fn bath the gity and caunty which SETVE as the refgrence pricé
: R F.

\ }f : 1evel for all the above gubmarkgts. Within each one of th;,f bma rketg
(whéra appropriate) an additicnal variable, the %étééﬂtéggiblack in'thé
4 Pt
. submarket (PB ‘ﬁf})’ will be émplgyed to dgféfmiﬁe the value Df ratial

, co'p sition as 4an amenity FDf caurse, separate estimates will be conducted

for whites?gnd black%?t-?IEQuaﬁcies,éﬁ abSarvatigns in ‘these various racial
YRR R oL

b v

AR subma%kéts are fnunﬂ in Tﬂblé‘élj
L ‘Ef I3
Co ¥

- In Wooster the g%gi, agregatian pattern is, quite diffézent fram St.

B g
i

B

~ Louis CEQE'Figu:éfiD)* While most blacks live in’ ‘the sauth—central, older

:éactibns O§§§§E city sur?%unding the cent:al businéss distric , the con-

EE"’Stioﬁs%afe low by big—city stﬁgﬁards (the highesﬁ being 16£ ack).

Thg;e i§ no %learly-defiﬂed "black€§hetta"'which has histofically en-

'4{

craachadean formérly all—whita neighber ods There are also representatiang

11

ﬁringeglﬂf thé gityg fI, sum, Wmaster has a stable and relatively uncon—
= S : o oon
centrated black populatiang : ‘ '
. : _ : C e
: . BY!

_ 5
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Givén this situation, the problem of etaﬂamétrie EpecifiESEign is
jsimplified, sineg racial :ampasitian cnly plays one role in Wa —amenlty

Thps, ‘the use of a simple dummy va:iable denating the pfésence of (1—162)

751&2&5 iﬁwéiﬁéighbg, hood (Tl—lé) or a continuaus measure  of racial camposia

of R )

| tianA(PEEBLAGK)AShBuld suffice ta'givé unambiggcus evidence D%‘Wﬁgster_

whites' preferences for racial compasiﬁibni, N d
IV, D. Summary - o ' g

The empirical model described above prd%idés a siénificant a&vance=

over the previous research in the area of preference

f neighborhood
racial,eomposition; The existing lack-ef~neighborhc@d control variakles,

especially those involviﬂggéociaeccﬁgmigzstatus, deﬁ%ity,zaﬁd stability

“will be overcome through the use of the two robust data bases described

. above. The current methodological and specifiaﬁtioﬁ_groblems will:Eé
N . 1 P N !'s§

avoided by the racial stratification of samples.’ Finally, the subtleties

"
L=

of white racial preferences will be further explored through the compari- v;fA
son of behaviors in diffé;ént housing submarket contexts.
¥ o
i -'X'P-hﬁ,iﬁ"pj
; ¥
" - .99
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u' Ve A. St. Leuis Resultg for Blacks

Ceeifieiente Eer nen—reeiel control verieblee fer SE; Leuie blacks ﬁev

% =

‘previous public opinion polls would lead one to expect that, eentrelling

e S 3

?be feund in Teble 7i Mbet were etetietieelly eignifieent end all eignifieeﬁt

L

‘eeeffieiente hed the e:peeted eign, exeept PERSTABLE. - The negetive sign

euggeets thet PERSTABLE ie ptexying fer a dynamic, merketareleted phenomeﬂ’n

"ineteed ef"an'emenityagthet areas of more‘reeeet-bleek eeeupetien demeneerete

higher rieee 1 the bleek eubmerket since owners heve a more current (in--
flated) eetimete of eetuel housing velue and renters heve net been taking
edventege of long-term leases with rents fixed at a& lower level at gome

eerlier timeaA

N

o
) S ¥

racial variables, found in Table Si As feported above in section III. A.,

for_heueing‘end neighbofhood quality, bleeke would negatively value other

et

Eleoke in Ehe'neigﬁEoeh od. With this in mind, a dummy verieblelepeeifyieg

bleck priee levele in neighborhoods with signifcent numbers of whites (either

, G OZ bleek ID—?D, or 0-=507% bleek T0-50, depending on the epeeifieetien)

was- epeeified with ghette areas (7l/ bleck) becem;ng the reference eetegery

(The small number of bleek obeervetiene outside the ghetto mekee eny finer

) breekdewn of eubﬁe:gete risky, although experiments eLOng this vein did

&

not reﬁeel any eignifieent verietiene within the broader categories neted
above.) Aeeuming that ehe effeee of blaeke in the neighborhood would heve
a eimiler eff ¢t on ether blaeke, regardless ‘of the eubmefket involved, ev

single vefieble meeﬁufing ehe pereeetege of bleeke in the treet CPERBLACK)
e Tﬁ-ﬁ? ’f: )

was,utilized. This proved“ howeve: )éﬁisﬁiﬁally ineignifieent S0 separate
@ . . g :.%
N il
.variables measuring reeiel eompeeitio éi hin eeeh of ehe eubmerket categories
v £
b

ol

Y
o
w

.0f more interest for the research at hand ere_eeeffie;ente,fef black -,
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. TABLE 7 “
Eaefficients (Si;mdard Errgfs) for ECantral Variahlesé—St "Louis Sample
Variable Whii;g Chmer White Renter ;lar;l; Owner ° Black Renter
INTDEFECT -1282.4 =4.90 -1155.6 -.47 5
(1323ia)‘ (2.61)% (856.6) (1.52)
EXTDEEE . o =2,96 - 1275 3 =3.95
B (543 5)a (2.78) (1017.7) . (2.73)
NOH20 - 5275.1 - =8.12 -3686.7 _ . -7.38
- (2322.4) _(6.61) (1837.8)° €2.200%
NOHEAT _ 7 1465.7 -6.09 ~ 1669.7 =7.49
o (2061.7) .. (2.82)b (1522.9) (2.01)2
ROOMS 1194.5 7.30 491.3 4.92
S (234.9)8 (1.08)3 (243.9)P (.58)8
'BATHS 11504_1 110,52 . - =720.7 1.17
e L (728.7)P (4.80)P __(813.5) (2.94) .
AGEUNIT - —1182 3. T=6.40 ~974.3 -1.65
, (177.4)2 (.70)2 (309.6)2. (.53)8
AIRCOND 1266.4 5.74 834.8 2,50
© (600%0)P (2.31)2 (771.6) (1.97)
PARCEL K_.,A§7 8 —— 739.2 -

_ ' (83.0)8 A @10 5)3 o
FURNISH — 33.68 10.48
S (3.73)2 (2:52)2
UTIL - . 2.75 - 3.43

o (3.42) (1.53)b
SINGLFAM — 7.73 - -1.24
(6.56) (3.66)
DUPLEX - 16.48 - 1.99
(6.36)3 . (6.46)
ROWHOUSE - 9.32 — -4.01
(6.57) ' (2.99)
GARDEN - 2.56 - -.45

- (4.84) (2.27)

APTSINGL - 7.88 + - -3.67

- (7.33) , (3.56)
00MUS, 835.8 - [: 1053.7 _

- = (1723.2) =~ (1011.3) o
MNINCOME = = 418.9 .35 - 808.9 .49

. _ “(154.4)8 (.92) (581.4) (.64)
PERPOOR - 2989.7 -2.83 4210.6 -5.00
S , €2443.6) (11.15) (4098.9) - - (5.82) .
PERSTABLE 2662, 5 .70 -5352.6 -12.96
, K _ (1478.5)¢ S (7.13) (2625.9)P (4.58)2
DENSITY } 108.1. ~.24 -  35.8 . =-.33
- » (50.9)P (.16) L (64.4) (.12)2
PERDILAP -586.2 . -1.03 . -257.2 . =.23

(341.3)€ (.49)b (92.3)2 (.13)¢

SERVICES -22.1 .17 -20.8 .02

| (50.3) (.26 (83.1) (.13)
CONSTANT 3285.9 59.05 24621.1 73.04
o F (214%.3) (11.67)2 .« (10450.4)P  (15.55)2
N T 252°% 310 T 72 264
R2 .64 270 71 .73
a,b,c = significant at 1%, 5%, 10% levels, respectively



' TABLE 8 *
Coefficients (Standard Errors) for Ragial Variables~~St. Louis. Blacks -

10-70

T0-50  PBO-70 PB71-100

*

Variables

PBO-50 PB51-100 =

1410.3 -
(3375.7) . b

28.7
(52.2)

‘- 10 - 5.49 ==
(.09) (6.71) '

- . =20066.9 " ==
" (7380.0)3

-~ 7 =-2,88 = -
(13.9) :

- ~16485.0
(5228.5)%

E;
]
o
i
|
]

(14.27)

a, b, ¢ =

. P

- 5.75 -

statistically signifieant at 17, 5%,

T Limes . f

1
H
Ln
—
j=]

]

]

]

i

Taorizyt o L(43. 1 S

fééﬁé?tiveiy.

10%

13?215,
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0i and ?371=109 or EEEl—lDD) were ﬁésted. For ouwmers,

;&

_pércentagef; eighbcrhaad (between $1lDel§D or .9-1, 4%

er en; af blaek inEEEEEE) if thase néighbarhﬁads w e:

decrement

is-cbnventianally beliévéd! On the Gthéf? - )

d not 'edcminate he presence af ather blacks
- value of 1.06-1. 442 Qf mean

}a:k).. What this finding

L]

rts is;given iﬂ Figureill. Ihis shaws that, céteris pafibus;

value racial intagratign as lcng:
ajofity or on ‘approximate parity

disl’kg increasing black propnrtians
chiéved since it represents low
,S’pe,iﬁied cthér neighborhood ills :

Theseﬂfind ngs 'fcngly canfirm existiﬁg-publi Qp-

;§;§53f’gges for "mixed" or "half black and half ﬁ]“
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a{ceurse, :hat Ehé results {ndicate cverali patterns and does not

: . 5"

- relative ca'"ﬁéstly Eléﬁﬁﬁhaf "mostly white" ones. One must fémgmber, of.

“”‘

that all in a grcup Ehare these attitudes (cf. Hawley and Bﬂgk

. ':'gl .

’transm;ian or

. unambiguously in

nificant.

'TZEfiDD)rhad higher values or rents than white areas, consistent with

" - . - - e S SR

' Y. B. St. Louis Résults "fa:Whil;es

.Gééfficients far'cﬂﬁtral variables for whites are found in Table 7,%

= Eole

with viftually all significant variables;gﬁ*' e expected sign.' Results fér‘

. a{g ¥ T =
' fagigl vafiables are presented in Table 9, T >
P - ’x.— .
e The upper panel of Table 9 shgwa Eésults using just dummy variablés

:’l?

H denoting the variaﬁs submarkets éxaﬁined in Ch._IV o (allswhite nonborder

1

areas is reference ﬂategory), in the EtYlé of the spécificaticn testgd by

'King and Mieszkawski (1973) and Yigger (1975) As na;gd abave, Ehgse

ﬁ Cgmpositian amgnity variables prnvida

bmarkets. ERINGE and WEDRDER;- Siﬁcé

v

=

Méré'appfopfiaté*que; épééifiéatigns'with both dummy and racial

'éampaéiilcn variablas are pféseﬂtéd ih the-lower panels of Table 9.  For

both tenures the submarket dummy variables inﬂicated that areas where

e Emai i

sizeable;blaci(demand préssuzas were presant_(tfactg over 26%+ black,

‘the exclusion argument made earlier. Coefficle nts for FRINGE and

65



Chg ‘%:‘ ;

TABLEQ *

a

= vséiables’

' FRINGE WBORDER “E10-25 TZE 50 15170  T71-90  T91-100
OWNER  854.6  497.4  1124.4  =356.7 ' -401.6  3979.3 . 4597.2
(1628.7) (1533.3) (1790.9)  (2066.7) ‘.(2633 6) | (2662.8) (3310.7)

-

CIRENTER | 4.99  1.55  14.66 _  11.16
S ¥ (9.81)  (2.85) . (4.16)7 (4. 72)

Variables

v 110;25 126-100 '?EFRINEE{ PB10-25 ° ’“Jéééél-’?BEif?Q“

71!10(3

]
il

GWNER  1156.3 28971.7 ... :49.9° 3.6 ~748.3 .. -459.3 . -257.0 :
: (6065,1) (15017.2)° (137.7)  (430.4) © (382.2)% (237.1)° (A79.4)°

CRENTER  13.53  95.91 .30 T .05 = 2.52 _  -l.65 = .99
| (13.74) (32.80)%  (.78) < (.73) . (.96)° .(.57)3_ e 39)3

L
i,

A ' : t

Regression ( ) ?ai‘iaﬁleé

FRINGE T10-25 _ng; 01, “PBO=25 PB26550 PB51-70 PB71-100

OWNER .1373.5 2017.4° 28631 ~59.8 ~7389

3.4 " =293.0
(5037.4) (5784.2)  (15063. D Gaos.) (383.6)°  (238.5)

'(179.9)2

" RENTER 4.91 " 14.55 95.00 - .0l: - %51 - 1.63 - .98
(13.51) (13.67)  (32.80)% (.73) (. 95) To(sma T (W39

a, b, ¢ = statistically significant at 1%, 5%, s, respectively.
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are éé"isgi aily Significant.

, re.

T e A X, : R
Om:e tli‘e pfnpuftiaﬁ of blacks {1 E‘Excéede ;z hﬁwever ifurthet' in—,zﬁ_,_. g_f o
creasesg significantly reduced b___ %s a:nd rents: far whites. Fgr bath ’ _ . \,f
tenures t;his degremeni; was g:e*a; ,-af changes in campasitinn within. the s i
26 50% black neighborhogds,L '_‘fgrs in such areas théré las a $7i§%75@ i }
(4 54e4 Elﬁ Df mean white’ value) drap iﬁ estimated valué per 17 Qﬂaréasé in; b
blacks while far renters the comparabie. decremant was $2 SD/manth (3.Ez~af S

. mean*ﬁhité réﬁg) For both whité‘tenuges ggég:eas 51§7D? and 71s1002 black

5

X

Df ceafficients fgr the dﬂmﬂy submarket variables FRINGE, WﬁDRDER and TlD 25

L ' ghetto (7D/+ black) are35= .

l Wer hnusing prices, though the absglute magnitude of these dEcIéméﬂtE

s pregréssivély decreasad with thé prcpgrticn b%égk- A visual represen ati@n -
-~

“?

of : variatians in the mean whiﬁe value and rent across vatiaus submarkets is

pregéntéd;in Figure 12.

/Thé interpretatiofi Gf'thESé rasuiﬁs is as follows. The 1 Sign ificance

B

. . ,F
¥ F e

and -t agial cqmpasitian ggriables PBFRINGE and FBlD=E§ are CDﬁSiStént 'with

fallowing hypathéseé that St. Lauis whites, in general:

& ) =«

a. are not averse to living in white neighbcfhcads adjacent to

N

‘b. are not averse to having small proportions (under 25%) of
blacks live :in their neighbﬂrhood whether it be adjacant
ta the. ghetto or in the suburbs.

are averse-to having Emall prnpartioﬂs of blacks live in
‘their immediate neighbarhaod but.the use of tract data

- ogbscures thidls relationship at low black propdrtions since
it fails to capture true racial composition Gf more micro-
néighbﬂrhoads. s
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3i nificently negative when pereentege bleek exeeede 25% (eepeeielly the'

;f megnitude ef the PBEE!SO ceeffieieﬁt) ie eeneietent with Ehe hypatheeee thet-

' ;?_}f-,' AT 15&._Lcuis whitee, in geﬂerel ‘are averse [Ty heving more Ehen ?5W”‘f” Ty
Coeshoom 0 25% blacks‘in their. neighbarheed and are’ pertieulerly so to . o
increments id-black perc jtage in the. 26-50% range when such’ l s
4incremerts suggest a "threet" that the neighb@fhend will- "tip"

~ and eventually beceme mejerity black. Q Once realized, this' ’

‘eituetien is' reletively less onerous then what wee feered.A

Emeny prejudieed ‘whites heve elreedy fled 50%+ bleck ereee, o
whence the. femainiﬂg sempled white pepuletlun is relatively &
lese ptefﬁaleed then thet eampled in the 2EiEDZ ‘areas. o

l'The reeult fer TQE -100 recenflfme, ebviouely, the w{dely ee:ePted prnpaeitian

':thec dieeriminazer? restrietiene on bleek houeing cheieee Ci e., ex;lueien)

Jfﬂree up prieee foz ell recee in black hcueing submefkeEe (ef Kein and . _

lff\Quigley, 197D King and Mleeekeweki,_l??B Yi g:r; 1975* Galster, 1977)..%_3f*?' ;E_“

?\'?féx llf'x Ihe "threet" lement of” reeiel treneition euggeeted by - the reeulte 13*51
) leensietent with e wide renge of etudiee whieh have etreeéed the impartenee |

= | g =

B of Ehie aepeet af reeiel hEueing markets (cf Abrame lQSE;EMeEneifé~ 19§Q; -

'Tv,,Blalack 1967 Millen, 1973). |

V;-G Wuaeter Resulte far Whitee -

' Ihe eetimet E coefficients for ra i,l variables ghehreéfel céﬁifal

S
.

j;fel?f ;vefieblee) in. the Wooster eemple are preeented in TJble-llgflﬂ)t Eentiﬁuauel;

‘;meeeg:es af verietians in th §ere n ,ge af blecke ecreee neighggrhgede .

&

A ":x(PERBLAcK) fat lzo have a stetietically stgnifi f;f C
v SR 2y
. E . . |

.'white ewnere eeﬁlmated values or fentere Ekfnee‘

,=t ‘on either j

s;Diseantinuaus (dummy

e T

verieble) meeeu;eéente did Ecwever pfove, significen ft The exieteﬂce ef i}




Coefficients

Variable

BATHS

AéEﬁNII
ATIRCOND
PARCEL' -
FURNISH
UTIL

SINGLFAM
DUPLEX
ROWHOUSE
GARDEN

APTSINGL

00MUS

PERPOOR
PERSTABLE ,
DENSITY
PERDILAP
SERVICES

CONSTANT

rZ

a, b, c=

"ABLE

a

&

(Standard Errors) for Control VariablesQEngétgfﬁsgiple

- Renter

-20.71
e - (7.9D)®
oy 5.85
' "~ . (6.51)
o 58.61,
/ S (26.8)°
-18.87
(8.89)°
9.16
(1.78)2
22,77
(7-.85)2
-2.89

(1.05) .

" 14.75
(5.05)2

-4.22
(8.30)
10.56

(4.71)b
-9.20
(8.77)
"1.29

(10.60)

-26.92
(9.55)2
-4.59

- (10.10)

. -2.27

(8.59)

-418.58
(129:15)2
305
.56

staﬁisticélly significant at 1%,

10 C

i, L

o Qdmer u

~8427.2

(4815.1)¢
- =2917.3

(2239.0)

s’l1297-7 ) . T
(2920.8) @
2320.0
(351.6)2
7729.9 S
(907.9)2 et
=349.2
(239.6)
823.6
(921.4)
465.7
(60.5)2

5634.9

. (2235.
747.9
(133.°
11.1
(68.
~92.4
(39.
-136.5

* (88.
©102.8
{109.
3364.3
(1234..
-53209.1
(21014.
567

A

5%, 10% levels, respectively
. =}
(J
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. : TABLE 11

.,}\i,.

o

Coeffigients (Standard Errors) for Racial Variables--Wooster (Whites) c

= = ¥

OWNER .

ik
Y

“

A0
K.ﬁ"

,“! Bl

- WBORDER

v

-61.2 - - _—
T o (141.1) T . 6. .
’E @- ) it
. RENTER - .55 - — % _— “ -

(.63)

OWNER : 252.2  -3355.9 " - -- e
3 ,(200.8)  (15%.5)> ¢ ¢
g % 'i ' = \';‘é; ' ‘
" SRENTER 2670 1161 - - -
g " (.80) -, (7.36) ;

&

&: ’ ’

.

PR O 1

71

L.} . : o .,

Wl

.=4037.0

-2306.0
(21394 4)P

(1351.6)°¢

12.55
(13.48)

14.32 |
(6.69)

&

-2036,2 &
" (1476.2)

1

4.27
(7.48)

\

: w»
="gtatistically significant at 1%, 5%, 10% levels, respectively.

i‘;—

ey

5

[
W

A
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. @

fin%ing.gés surprigipg, given ‘the afgrngﬂtionedfﬁﬁsignifiganée of low con- -

dentrations aé blaﬂks iﬁ the St. Louis sampla ' Sin ce the weighted average

K

«n blagk ;ompesitiﬂn in Tl=16 is 5%, the above pgrcentage discounts are of a
: cemﬁ%tﬂ%%g ‘order of magﬁituda to thcse in ED/+ areas in st. Louis (cgmpéring

;% tracts of 57 lack diffgrenza), althou h 1ower than thase in 2&?50/ areas.
gg E

S Fuxther exﬁlorations were canduct dsin ordér to better understand this

e .

o o . rasult. ThrEE dummy variables were spécifiad to captura?effacts af lacatign

in Gf&ef, sauthscantral neighbarhogds having black prcpcrtions of l—léé,b

g i 5 ‘é [

& N
CENIRiL), newer neighborhoods on the norzheast fringa of town having blacks

1, - & F

izir propgrtig S f % (FRINGE), and all-white neighbarhagds bDrdering on the

T N
a =

i sautﬁsgentral mixed neéighborhoods (WBDRDER) Casual empirlcism suggests
; : ¢ “ . .o
that the is a*distinet stigma attached to 1iving in tge soutH -central

P
=

areas in Woos'ter which ‘nay. ngt be completely E%Ptuféd by the neighborhood
@ B ’ £ % e F : i _ﬁ
s control varlables employed. The separation of thégsguﬁhacentral from
" L am " ) '
. u*ayéééEd mixed area% was utiliggd to test whether such suspected stigma

L 3

K AR

U

%

_&é‘ . s assoeigted with ragde. R esults in Table 11 show that it is, at least
i LIS ¥

‘3 for qgnefg;g Even in?the newer, SDlldlysmiddle class fringe neighbarhagd%
2 :i L® » N ) R #
‘; 4‘ o 3
ﬁhit; owners ifplicitly viewed the existence af blacks in their neighbar—

5
3 y & £

& hoq@ aéidecreasing theilr property value by over 34000~ quparid to comparéble,:

© R

if‘gllﬂwhdﬁe Q%ighb\fhoods. In  ﬁiS ape ficazian both tenures continued to;v
. Sy

s.

sfiow an avergion to the Qentral mixed neighborhocds, and neither tenure had

) A @ N

a sﬁa@istically sigﬂificaﬁt averéian ta white border areas. i

B

5

@ E‘;,ﬁg C ehac ] -
Thgs f%}dingg araécnna ste iﬁth the f@llgwing hypotheses that, in
: 5 . o &

3
~general, Waaster whites: W ¢ &

.,Hu R

[hd &

#

LS

? a. afre personally avarsexta the presenge of black%fin thair
'neighbarhoad Ny ) L T
7. oL e £
b. a&are not persanaily aﬁtrse to black neighborg but feel that.
their presence reduces the status. desiiability Déithe e
neighborhacd in the view of others : - _ S

"j‘,‘.
T f ' : ¥ i : + :
% A el .
e : { _;? # 7 f&; _ «
3 ., 2 ¥ ) b h

Q . . od . ’5 . , e .

- . ! . "_ Q s
| R . - BT




v
. seems unlikely! This doubt is bolstered by additional evidence on white

. disté,te for pr0§imata blacks or perceptians of lost neighb orhood Statﬁ

ﬁﬁfprtunately,’we cannot distinguish between these two subtleties. Both

44

T , & . 4 _
c. pépcelve even a small percentage of black neighbors as a-
"threat" which incites fear of racial transition.

In light of the nature of the Wooster housing market, hypothesis c.

& v

péraeptiOﬂs of neighborhood stabili;y gathered ffom the survey. As shown

in Table lz' only very few whites perceive any significant past or future

neighbarhcad changes, :espécially due to race. Thus, the strongest con-—
5 8 )
clusion that one can make is that in Wooster whites are averse to even

&

small numbers of blacks in their neighborhood, due either tg a personal

‘m

the signiflcance af lost status (cf Abrams, lQSS; Mayer, 1960; McEntire,

1960; Millen, 1973) and dislik" f r”ii—l co ntact blacks (cf. Mayer, 1960;

" Northwood 'and Barth, 1965; Millen, 1973) have been cited in ea Ii%' studies

although they can be encompassed hereafter by the term "prejudice." a
t , - L S
Refef#ing back to earlier results for St. Louls, the Wooster findings
: , o

help to distinguish between cpmpeting hyputhe s b. and c. (assuming that

)

i

sampléﬂ whites in both cities at bath Eimés did not differ markedly in

" their prejudices and their greferences for racial composition). The strong

Woostar result that whites were averse to even small percentages of blacks

in their {mmediate neighborhood (temémber: in Wooster the "neighborhood"

. :éOﬁSiStE only of about 800 population in a several,square block area)

1

suggests that the failure to find a similar result in St. Loui$ was more

the failure of the aggregate naﬁﬁfﬁ of ;;act racial compositions (hypothesis

~c.) than the lack of prejudice (hypothesis b.).: 4 o - .
' 4 H . - % ’ b %
4
2
o . %
. : {3 p S
& Y ¥
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. * TABLE 12

Parceptions of Neighborhood Stability--Wooster (Whites)

Question ' . ‘ % Rggpond%n;gf

- Have there been any major changes in the
racial/ethnic composition of the neighbor- R
hood in the last five years? .6% 99.4%

Do you expect any changes in the racial/ Y
ethnic composition of the neighborhood }
in the next ope-two years? ‘ - .5%Z 99.5%

Do you expect property values to fall
in the future (for whatever reason)? 5.9% .. 94.1%
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V. D;‘Summafy )
. » For blacgé_iﬂ St. i@uis, regressions indicated that sweeping generaliza-
tions. abcgt their willingness to integrate must be avoided. While black
owners did show aversién to proportionately blé:ker tracts in areas where
they were already the majority, the exact Dppésite was true for black owners
"in predominantely white areas, with the average decrement or increment both
éqgalling about 1% per % change in black percentage. .
For ;hites in St. Louls, %he results showed that there was no aversion
to traét% having 10-25% black Qompoéitioﬁ (eithef bordering the ghétﬁo or in

- % LI
the far suburbs), or to white tracts adjacent to the ghetto. Overall price

levels for whites (and blacks) wérarhigher in black submarket -areas, rein-
forcing other studies' findings Jf discrimination and exclusion. . Within

- ‘thé black submarket, whites of both génures %em@nstféted atrong aversions
to tracts with prap@rtionaﬁely higher black c:cmt:entrations, with discounts
.ranging pf\:gressively from 3.5-4.5% in 26- SD)’ black tracts to 1.5= -2% in 70% +
black tracts per percentage increase in blacks., The especially large mégﬂié
tude of the discount in 25-507% black tracts indicates that fear gf'imminént

“ Wtipping" éﬁd‘facial transition plays a major role in white diszasté for
integratzd tfactsg Continued discounts for further growth in Eiéck pro=
portignéifnfafeas which have clearly "tippe%" suggest a white distaste Ear.

blacks per se, or an aversion to blacks' increasing majority status.
e, n{} ‘] € g J y ‘

For whi;“%%;n“ngsggf, the estimates showed that, while unaffected

, by variations in black pérﬁentagés’wichiqimarginally integrated areas (1-167%
» — # . , : o o ‘
black), “white housing prices were lowered, on the average, by 6-9% by the
B # . Toay - : ) | . ’
" -prgsénca of (5% on average) blacks in the immediate neighbofhoodi This

count wa§3c3mparable to the discount due to a 5% in crement i percentage

\
. E black in St. Lo i1s 50%+ black tracts: For owners this disgount persisted

in both older, lawer class, central neighborhoods and in'néwer, middle -

: : . | _ 75 (ﬁ_
Q e

&
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élass, ffiﬁge neighbarﬁ%bds. These Wooster results demonstrate that it is
not merely the fear of "tipping" which causes white aversion ﬁ@viﬁtééfatéﬂi

areag; but alsa-pfejédige against blacks. Giyén this, the aforementioned
lack of signifiéangg=é§itaﬂial composition in 10-25% black tracts in St.
Lauis was, prm‘ﬂabl‘}r due to the Eact that at low Eslac:}é- cancéntratiéns,'

a

aggregate t ct data are u:;likelyd to ac::urately zeflect thé true racilal

& . B 4

- campositicn af tha micra—neighborhgcd in WhiéthhitESEWEfé aﬁtually

sampleﬂ _ Glearly; Ehéﬂ, ,H gnific;ance af pféjuéit‘:é 41& ggne'ra ng white‘
R .
segregatian pfeferencas is paramaunt. FTE% néxt chapt%x intends tg in—

‘

econoietric: analysea cf hous ing Pric;es is related t’g expli::itly E}:Péess d )

o
2

imp 'asfi{;"‘igﬁ;_

e

preférenées fgr neighbcrhcod rac:. al

CE o

ERI!

.
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VI, Implicit Vs, %ﬂ.eit White S;gregatié

In viaus chaptars we have indireégi

é:‘iysis of hohsing prices. HEfE

praferemges ;f whi es thraqgh StatistL

daesn taiﬁimattEf?" 0f the sampla ‘!:;;wﬂEts and 52 fEﬁtEIS (19.7% of total

=

" be raferrad to as segregatianists ’

fsegrégatianist attitudes

I implicit

were re-

o valgeaof Eﬁégpercenzage black fn the- neighbafhaﬂd if the respnndent was a

By

% ;§@{3533%egaﬁigwist and, zero atherwisa. One would expéﬂtiﬁhat higher percentages

%

. i‘
v Ehaﬁ PERBLACK which qiﬁblnad lhpacts of bcth groups. In a similar vein,
4

&

vaﬁiﬁbla denating the raspandent was a s&gfegatiénist

‘,%,
i and also was 1iving in a neighbcrhgad with at least 17 blacks, whence a
Ay

ﬂegative coefficilent shauld ba expe&ted if Explicit and implicit attitudes

i )

e
f ‘J
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are clasely.relatedi is cnn be Séénéffﬁm the top panel in Table 13, coefficients
for both variables in both tenures in Wooster were statistically insignificant
and ténning toward the positive. “ |

In order to further explore these unexpected results, the model 5pécifi%
;atinns ‘presented in Table 12 were fésestimatéd:fnf:tanure samples Eifnf;aﬁédv
accordiﬁg to whether résﬁnndents were segregatianists or not. One would e
p:édict;i Eriorirthat the segregationist stratum would évidgnge more statis-
Einaiiy significant coefficients of a larger negative magnitude for raclal
variébleé'than’ﬁhe:nonésegregatianist stratum. The bottom panel of Tabie iB
shows that ganeraily such was the case (although in specification IV segrega-
tionist owners preferred white border nraas vS. whité nonébgrhe: ones while
non-s egregationists vere iverse to,such argés)i Table 14 nﬁnws (bottom panel)
that the ovérail €xplanatory power of regressions run for the two subsamples .
do not differ by a statistically significant amount when éhe "Ghoﬁ ;t
(cf. Johnston, 1963) is appliéd. Such does not indicate, however, that
. individual coefficients need ecessarily to be the same in both strata.

A statistiéii comparison of individual racial coefficients for both
strata is presented in zhé upper panel of Tagie-iéi Except for the one

: ;

anomalous finding in owner specification IV, tests fcr‘statiétinally sig=
nificant caéffiéiént differences resulted in cgnfiiéncé intervals below
those conventionally accepted as minimal in émpirical wnrk.: Althnugh in
both specifications IT and III coefficients had the relative "agnitndes

and significance levels expected between the strata, the differences could

not be judged statis tic,llyrsignifinant using conventional standards.’

- In sum, the results suggest that there ds only a marginal relation-

&, . . . . . -
ship between the impiicit segregationist attitudes manifested thfcngh a0

housing price variations and explicitly expressad segregationist attitudesi k%g-

77777 A
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| MBLE 13 A

Caeffieients (Standard Frrors) for Raclal Varlables--Wooster Sample (Whites) f I 2 g
Segregationist vs. Non- Segregatinnist Strata ° gféﬁ\ :

!

OWNER RENTER QWE;; . RVTER

- SHGPBIR | wa L - _
| (234,9) (1,15) - z f

SEGREGAT - - - TR
B | (1402.3) ' (6.60)

h@nﬁSEgregatianist Stfétum;
. (N=441 owmer, 253 renter) .
PERBLACK  11-16  CENTRAL  FRINGE - WBORDER

Specifi- . (N=126, owmer, 52 renter)

Tenure s Segregatlonist Stratum
© Gatlon  PERBLACK | TI-16 CE_NTRAL FRINGE éDRDER

OMER  -109.6 = - - 5.9 - - -

OWNER

I1

RENTER

OWNER
I11
RENTER

"~ OWNER

v
RENTER

(362.2)

NS . R—
(2.02)

719.9" -9865.0
(467.0) (3645.8)°

03 =22.6]
(2.50)  (21.35)

i
X
A

\

b

-2768.3

(3392.4)

-34,04
(18,81)°

(138,7)

=4

(.69)

+ 162,2
(226.9)

=04
(.89)

e 00,0 -8 WL

- L T e

Y71 S

(1723.0)

6,60 e -
(8.20) '

L N I

(1202.9)

S
(6.37) o

(159.9)° (2524.2) ~ (16804)°

— W b6 s
(1.71). (15.46)  (8.39)
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 TABLE 14

- o Segragatianist vs. Non-Segregationist Coefficient Comparisons

Wooster Whites . -

Racial ; o ' | ' _

Variables Maximum Confidence Interval for Statistically\
Compared* _§§g§;ficanthif£g;§ggg in Ccefficient 7

. .uIléiéssgwnersj : % 80% r ‘ _i : | Y

9.. " (Specification II) & ' " ‘
T1-16-—owners : :
(Spéaificatioﬁ I11) 50%

ERINGE——awners : .
(Spécificatian V) 50%

WBORDER--owners : ‘ -
“(Specification IV) - : - 95%

" CENTRAL--renters : s
(Specification IV) ‘ ' 507

E-test for Differences Between Regressions

.Spectfication ~  Owner - - Renter

. : I . 56 ' ’ 1.11 .
s ST b .82, F 1,10
I R LTS ©1.09

v - i 1.19 ' 1.04

'* Degrees of freedom 16/535 22/261

Minimum F for ‘ o | o Ve
% 5% Significance ' 1.67 ' 1.59
:2‘ £ .

AN
2

o
-
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‘While those explicitly avowing segregatdonist preferences tended to evidence
larger-and more consistent decrements in property values due to the presence

of blacks in the ﬁéighbarh@ad than those who were gxpligiély non-segregationist,

the differences were not Staﬁiiggéally significant.
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in the eree ef eegregetien prefereneee

VIIQ,Sumhe:?jaf_Resélts and Policy Implicatlans*

Chepter i of‘chis

s
eﬁmme:ieed;-

’."I! 1.

;f‘ . 1

Sy V§

report preeented the f ve hypctheeee to be teeted by .

erehdhget thle pniﬂt the reeultefof theee_teeﬁe_een be bfiefly

8t. Louis bleeke in generel do have ‘an avetsionm to 1iviﬁg in

_neighbcrhoods where whiteg are in the reletively larger’
f'megerity then in ones where bleeke -are a more Sizeeble minarity

represent a more eleeeble minority

;{,Eath Waeeter and St Lcuie whitee in genere de have an
. evereian tc living in neighbcrhoads with eeke pteeent.

Thi white. evefeioe is due to both a feef of iﬂeipient
"tipping" ef the neighbarheed and to prejudice. against

;mejoritysbleek neigqpofheede :empered ta thgee where whitee

. omy

B

blacks as individuals. The_former factor is evidenced by

St. Louis whites' strongest’ aversion'to- Ancreased pro-

portions of blacks in mnedighborhoods bardering the ghetro ~

which are already 26-50% black eomperef to other areas.’
The 1e§ter fecter 1s evidenced by Wcaeter whitee

of blecks which repfeeent no "thgeet" of e eve ntue;ly
becemiﬂg a meﬂorlty in the eree.' b' : Ce
This white aversion to ‘blacks is not $;::ZZ the’ teeult
of associations  of racial mixing with' lower hcueiﬂg
quelity, lower status, higher turnover, and higher
&~the influence.otf all these other factors
on houging ces were controlled for in both Wooster
eemplee Such eeeecietiahe on the part

,gu;d only exacerbate Ehe;r evefelen to
reciellmixing, Df ceufee

. . There 1s only a week cerreletioﬂ betweeﬁ’decremenﬁs in

Wooster white property velues Jdye to racial: mixing ‘and.

their e;plicitly expressed preferences for reciel eompoeis
tion. While those who express ''segregationist''. ideals do.
demonstrate relatively stronger aversilons to ﬁeighberheod
blacks than those who do not, the differeneee are of" aﬂly

marginal statistical eignifieence

(WY ;: o

’,Thefe are severdll implieatiéﬁé’ef_theee}findinge for further research

initiell&, the neceeeity of em=’

pleying a specificatien dietinguiehing houfing submarket and reeialﬁ

H
[
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Eﬂﬁpﬂaitien effects and racially-stratifying samples for the estimdtions, as
e suggeszed 1a Chaptéfé IT and III, has_been verified.. Hich richﬁass of under- .-
e . ¥ =
S {0 .

Standing hag been gai Ed about white praferénces for neighbqrhnod racial

compnsitian,_an& fesuiﬁs fgr blacks -have. run dramatically eaumtér to th S*

A;S;Lieved+_ﬂ%(secnnd_imgnttant_implinatian;igg_:gaea'

that publi; cpiniaﬂ surveys uay not provide aécurate indiaatars of whites . -

[ . i'ﬂ

;rue facial prejudicas. The weak currelaﬁian bétween explicitlyzexprassed
i .
segregatienist prsferences and those’ impligitly darived thfough hausiﬂ%1

o pricé analysés suggésts that the seeminglysfavorable crends_in i?ﬁ

[ I_

f(facial talersnce exprassed by whit in op nian sugveysi(gf; r3v£§€'
Pettigrew 1973% must-be inte;preted with caution. thill ngnesa of
‘whites to verbally indicate theif displéaSute wi;h fa;ial‘integratigg
) . H R = 4 = .

. }Ey‘beﬂmare du e E the iﬂéréasgd genéral social stigma attached to

) aegrégationist ideals than , tc siue toIerancE. ' C L .-_@

,Thé i dings alsa hava strang bearing on the turrent public policy e

Ry

debate Dver "integratianist' (goal of racial integracicn) vs. ‘freeddm af ' o

'ghaiee" (gpa; Qnﬁiscriminatign) stracegiés. Frgm a blaek pérspectivg
the‘fafmer EGhéﬁEvé«

iﬂ predcmipantly white araas.' Dn*thé other handx blagk aversian to pre—

fms unwarrantad giVEﬂ black aversion to “pianearing

4

O daminantly black- gests black ac:eptanga of pglicies fasteriﬁg
) l»"' -

stable ,eighbarhaads with roughly comparabla facial pgnpcrtians_ Similarly1

H

antihdiszrimination actions should be encnutagéd from a black viewPaint,

;? althnugh in such a cohtingéngy one. shaujd ﬂQE expect blacks ‘to digpersg »
7? S in iégia:ed groups in all whitébareas o

; giiirmﬁ a whiéé pE'Sp Q,i.* the findings have ;Dre saberiﬂg polic% ;;L G
é;mpli ?g§§ ‘ Théa\ééﬂué white.a;ersian to Héighborhoads percéivéé iﬁ é: o
‘ ',;dﬁﬁge% éf:‘ ippi g bodes ill:fﬂtﬂthé éréatidh gf subéfantialiy iﬁte=‘ L i

; 5.#2 A

%

. -
z w7 4 [ - agd : 4w T
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b “ i !? C s . . Ca Y,
B ?ured by blaﬂks abave. ﬁaﬁﬁ‘s worse, EVéﬁiif fears
. "N

=

(even wl‘-;‘en n&r I;hreat t)f "tipp'iﬁg" ~'li%!?fist,_q) implies that palicies ta apeg o

In sum, the émpirical Eviclenc;e ;‘éparted here si'ongly supp f,* a -
'-'ffeedcxm af chgice publi(: pt:lic.y apprciach. A vast dispersian of the RS
blav:k pa@ulatioﬂ throughout; metrgpglitan area% aha%ld nm: bé é@é&téa )

' ségregatinmp rgferences and black dfslike for prépuudéiantly white

- ; e R
v afea"s..‘ hnder su;:h ccmditions an "int.egfaticmist ﬁpalicy can be exZ,
g o , : L
pe:ted to fail due to cppositicm from both ra«;es. gy,
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